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HE Zealot movement stands out as one of the most interesting and 
puzzling episodes in the history of fourteenth-century Byzantium.* 
It was the most violent symptom of the disintegration of the By- 
zantine body social; the civil war and the religious controversy of the forties 
appear as two other facets of the same process. For several years (1342- 
1349) Thessalonica, the second city of the Empire, experienced the rule or 
at least the condominium of people who, so we are told, called themselves 
Zealots. This was a heterogeneous group, and contemporary sources dis- 
tinguish it from the demos. The movement drew its strength and its mass 
following from the impoverished lower classes, but it also comprised leaders 
of middle- and upper-class extraction. The Zealots seized power in three vio- 
lent upheavals, the last of which (summer 1345) assumed proportions be- 
yond the control of the more moderate leaders, and was accompanied by 
the slaughter of over one hundred “nobles” and the expropriation of pos- 
sessions belonging to the victims and to others of their class. In the civil 
war of the forties, the Zealots sided with the loyalist government in Con- 
stantinople. As a rule they recognized its local representatives; invariably 
they opposed the partisans of the usurper Cantacuzenus, a mouthpiece of 
the landed aristocracy. In the religious controversy they remained faithful 
to what was, until 13847, the official Orthodox Church, and rejected the 
Hesychast doctrine and hierarchy. As long as the Zealot regime was in 
power, the Hesychast theologian Gregory Palamas, ordained Bishop of 
Thessalonica, found the city gates closed to him. After Cantacuzenus’ vic- 
tory of early 1347, followed by a truce and the victor’s nominal joint rule 
with the legitimate Emperor John V, the Zealots did, on occasion, defy 
orders coming from Constantinople, and continued to do so until their 
fall late in 1349. In short, the Zealot seems to have been an organized, if 
shortlived, revolutionary regime. 
The foregoing narrative is based on data about the meaning of which 
there is no disagreement among scholars. As far as it goes, it will probably 
*For a list of studies on the Zealots, cf. my article on “The Zealot Revolution and the 
Supposed Genoese Colony in Thessalonica,” Ipocdopa cis Sridmwva II. Kupiaxi8yy (Thessa- 
lonica, 1953), p. 603, n. 1, to which may be added P. Jakovenko’s review of O. Tafrali’s 
Thessalonique au quatorziéme siécle, in Vizantijskij Vremennik, XXI, part 2 (1914), pp. 
180-191; A. K. Berger “Demokrati¢eskaja revoljucija v Vizantii v XIV v.,” Arxiv K. Marksa 
i F. Engel’sa, V (1930), pp. 447-456; L. Bréhier, Les institutions de Pempire byzantin 


(1949), pp. 216 f.; M. Paulova, “L’empire byzantin et les Tchéques .. . ,” Byzantinoslavica, 
XIV (1953), p. 178. 
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meet with their assent. However, it did not make use of one important 
source — the one to which a large part of this paper will be devoted — nor 
did it interpret the Zealots’ aims or evaluate the impact that their rule ex- 
erted upon Byzantium. On these points divergencies among scholars are 
significantly wide. To a Frenchman living in the time of Louis Philippe, 
with vivid memories of the insurrections of Lyons and Paris, the Zealots 
were horrible demagogues.” In 1879, a learned Russian monk expressed 
his horror of them. They reminded him of the Zealots of Jerusalem whose 
bloody deeds are described by Josephus Flavius.* These two authors derived 
their information exclusively from the works of two fourteenth-century 
historians, Nicephorus Gregoras and John Cantacuzenus. 

Some years later a famous Greek scholar, C. Sathas, using a new source 
as a basis for his views, maintained that the Zealots, unjustly branded as 
rapacious rabble, were in fact good democratic patriots, bent upon strength- 
ening the defenses of their native city.* This view was developed on the eve 
of the first World War by O. Tafrali. To him the Zealots appeared as well- 
intentioned people, steeped, like their eighteenth-century F rench counter- 
parts, in the maxims of Roman statesmanship, and acting in tune with the 
dictum that proclaimed the weal of the Republic as the Supreme Law. Far 
from being bloodthirsty monsters, as they were represented in hostile 
sources, the Zealots, according to Tafrali, possessed an articulate social 
program, worthy of an early twentieth-century liberal party.” 

Tafrali’s reconstruction of the Zealot program, or at least the postulate 
of its existence, was generally accepted, but the appraisals of the movement 
continued to vary. Charles Diehl, whose patrician taste led him to condemn 
it as a whole, reserved a broadminded and detached sympathy for some 
of its aspects: Were not the Zealots sometimes guided by a sincere desire 
to serve the public interest and by a patriotic solicitude for the defense of 
their city? ° This opinion dates from 1928. In 1936, the year of the Popular 
Front, another author caustically likened the Zealots to modern socialists 
for their propensity to “take money wherever it can be found.” * 

More recently, an American scholar saw in the Zealots a minority move- 
ment of political reformers who believed in the necessity of the social and 

2V. Parisot, Cantacuzéne, homme d'état et historien . . . (Paris, 1845), p. 191. 

$ Arximandrit Antonin, Poezdka v Rumeliju (St. Petersburg, 1879), p. 147. 

‘C. N. Sathas, Mvueia éAAqvixiis ictoptas, Documents inédits relatifs a [histoire de la 
Gréce IV (1882), pp. XV-XVI; XXVI-XXIX. 


>. Tafrali, Thessalonique au quatorziéme siécle (1918), esp. pp. 225-272; cf. p. 291. 
°Ch. Diehl, “Les journées révolutionnaires byzantines,” La Revue de Paris (Nov. 1, 


1928), p. 172. 
7G. I. Bratianu, Priviléges et franchises municipales dans [empire byzantin (1936), 


p. 118. 
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economic reorganization of the Empire, but he included their activity 
among the causes of the fall of Byzantium.* We are not surprised to find 
a Soviet historian holding a different opinion, and referring to the Zealot 
episode as the only ray of hope for the Empire; had the movement suc- 
ceeded, it could have saved Byzantium.’ Curiously enough, another Soviet 
writer seems to come closer to the American point of view, but only insofar 
as, in his estimation, the “popular movements” of the fourteenth century 
dealt the Byzantine feudal class a blow from which it never was able to 
recover.” 

It would be too hasty a solution to try to explain these fluctuating 
opinions solely by the influence which the tyrannical Zeitgeist exerts upon 
historians. To be sure, we no longer underrate the difficulty of describing 
past events when they are felt as parallel to contemporary situations that 
strongly affect the writer's own existence. Yet a greater consensus has been 
achieved among historians with reference to movements more important 
than that of the Zealots. It is therefore advisable, before despairing over 
the variety of views on the nature of the Zealot movement, to investigate 
the principal sources from which these individual conclusions have been 
derived. 

Except for the fairly continuous narratives which two contemporary 
historians, Cantacuzenus and Gregoras, devoted to the Zealots, most other 
references to them are scattered among hagiographical, rhetorical, and 
epistolary writings of the time. Some are still unpublished." The majority 
are difficult to date with sufficient exactitude — a serious disadvantage for 
a scholar intending to describe a few years out of a city’s history. This may 
be the reason why all these sources have not yet been systematically ex- 
ploited. And yet it is from this group of documents that important insights 
into the Zealot movement may be gained. To give but two examples: First, 


*P. Charanis, “Internal Strife in Byzantium during the Fourteenth Century,” Byzantion, 
XV (1940-41), pp. 225-228; 230; cf., by the same author, “The Monastic Properties and 
the State in the Byzantine Empire,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 4 (1948), pp. 112-115. 

°M. V. Levéenko in Vizantijskij Vremennik, II (XXVII) (1949), pp. 334 f. 

” A. P. Kazdan, Agrarnye otnoSenija v Vizantii XIII-XV vv. (Moscow, 1952), p. 197. 
To A. K. Berger, Arxiv K. Marksa i F, Engel’sa, V (1930), pp. 452 £., it appeared that “the 
Zealots surrounded by external and internal enemies firmly took the path of dictatorship and 
terror.” 

“ Demetrius Cydones’ letters to Cantacuzenus, the majority of them anterior to February 
1347, contain numerous references to the Zealots, cf. esp. letter cal yopos dmrauret Geios, perhaps 
letter @pdxas 8 dpa, letter ri roito ypy vowioa; edpyta. For manuscripts containing these 
letters cf. R. J. Loenertz, Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius Cydonés (= Studi e Testi 
CXXXI [1947]), table of incipits, pp. 122 ff. [Cydones’ letters have now been published by 
Loenertz, Démétrius Cydonés, Correspondance (= Studi e Testi CLXXXVI [1956]). I was 
unable to use the letters or the First Speech in this edition. Cf. below, n. 144.] 
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these texts report that disturbances of a clearly Zealotic type occurred con- 
siderably before the forties of the fourteenth century, probably in connec- 
tion with the civil war of the twenties.” Second, changes brought about by 
the civil war of the forties in Thessalonica and elsewhere amounted to 
much more than excesses of an aroused and plundering mob — a new class 
of people had moved into the key positions of the administration and had 
acquired wealth.” This type of evidence will have to be more attentively 
scrutinized. 

Unfortunately, in none of these sources is the voice of the Zealots heard. 
The texts in which references to Zealots occur were written either by land- 
owning aristocrats, or by their learned supporters, or by free lance in- 
tellectuals depending for their livelihood on the rich man’s patronage, or, 
finally, by Palamite monks and prelates. Still, it might have been hoped 
that the Zealots’ constructive aims could be discerned through the film of 
vilification. This hope has proved vain — the only aims which their adver- 
saries attributed to them were those of pillaging their neighbor's property, 
rabid anti-Cantacuzenianism and, sometimes, impiety.” 

One important source, however, seemed amply to offset these draw- 
backs. To be sure, it also comes from the biased pen of an adversary, but 
at least, so it has been claimed, it is entirely concerned with the Zealots. 
What is more, in order better to refute them, it quotes their arguments 


“Thomas Magistros, letter 76 peyaAw Aoyobéry, Migne, PG, CXLV, 408CD; 409ABC. 
The same author’s speech @eocadovixetat rept Spovoias (Parisinus Gr. 2629, fols. 127'-180v; 
Vaticanus Gr. 714, fols. 219Y-242¥; Palatinus Gr. 874, fols. 98V-106v) is concerned with bloody 
popular unrest, social in nature. Cf. Parisinus Gr. 2629, fol. 128°: 84po0s cracudgwv, cf. fol. 
128: odSty yap Erepov ordois add’ Tov exdvTwv adroxepia; fol. 128": tpavpara b€ Kat opayas 
kal péov alpa kat Tovs droytyvopévovs Scar dpat, ovyd. I believe that Magistros’ speech refers 
to the same events as those mentioned in his letter to Metochites. 

It will suffice here to quote one passage (which could have been written at many a 
juncture in history), for it stands for many others. It comes from Demetrius Cydones’ Second 
Speech to Cantacuzenus (date: 1347), ed. G. Cammelli, Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahr- 
biicher, IV (1923), pp. 79, 39-80, 5: “Thus it was as if the earth suddenly had cleft asunder; 
no one of those who formerly took part in public affairs was anywhere to be seen. Everyone 
mistrusted his eyes, seeing the new statesmen pop up like the sown-men [Szaproi] in the 
myth; they were all wealthy, overbearing, shameless, insolent, and bragged about their kin- 
ship with Codrus [ie. they pretended to be of aristocratic extraction. Cf. the proverb 
ebyevéstepos Kodpov and its explanation: émi rév raw evyevar, Leutsch-Schneidewin, Paroemio- 
graphi Graeci, I (1839), p. 84,9 and apparatus; IT (1851), p. 168,12]. With their unexpected 
wealth came their claims of generalships . . . and it was difficult to meet [read évruyéiv 
instead of Cammelli’s ebrvyeiv] any of them who would not boast at least a dozen dignities. 
Consequently, it was impossible to hire a servant, since all had disappeared to fill positions 
of authority.” Cf. furthermore e.g. Gregoras, Hist., p. 790,9-11 Bonn; Cantacuzenus, Hist., 
II, p. 235,4 Bonn. 

4 Cf, the life of St. Sabas by the later Patriarch Philotheus, ed. A. Papadopulos-Kerameus, 
*Avddexra icpocodupurixjs otaxvodoytas, V (1898), p. 194,18 ff.: @eod . . . Kal THs adroo 
éxxAnolas mpopavas . . . drooratas. 
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verbatim. Therefore, so the accepted argument goes on, we have at our dis- 
posal a work similar to Origen’s diatribe against Celsus, a text from which 
the adversary’s views may be reconstructed. In short, we can read the pro- 
gram of the Zealots. This document which has been said to fill an important 
gap in our information is the Discourse Concerning Illegal Acts of Officials 
Daringly Committed Against Things Sacred, by Nicolas Cabasilas. 

Ever since Sathas * published excerpts from the Discourse, and Tafrali *° 
popularized and vastly expanded his conclusions, adding new quotations 
from Cabasilas’ text, the treatise has been firmly established as a principal 
source on the definite social program of the Zealots. Unfortunately, for all 
the importance attributed to the Discourse, its full text has never been pub- 
lished. 

The author of the Discourse, a member of an old and well-established 
Thessalonican family, was a famous mystic revered by Orthodox and Catho- 
lic theologians alike. The Fathers of the Council of Trent and, later, Bos- 
suet were among his admirers. In spite of the fame which he has enjoyed 
for centuries, Cabasilas has received cavalier treatment from his biogra- 
phers,”’ who had him die about twenty years before the date of some letters 
addressed to him, identified him with other homonymous contemporaries 
(thus imparting to him a wavering attitude towards the political and reli- 
gious struggles of the mid-fourteenth century), and finally promoted him 
to the Metropolitan See of Thessalonica. These misunderstandings have 
recently been rectified.” 

Still, many important details of Cabasilas’ life remain unknown or ob- 
scure. We do not know the date of his birth. Usually it is put at about the 
year 1300, but in the present writer’s opinion, it should be moved some 
twenty years forward, and Cabasilas should be considered a contemporary 


* Cf. above, n. 4. 

*° Cf. above, n. 5. 

™ Much (but not all) of the literature on Cabasilas has been assembled in P. Enepekides, 
“Der Briefwechsel des Mystikers Nikolaos Kabasilas . . .” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVI 
(1953), pp. 18 f. For later articles, cf. M. Lot-Borodine, “L’eucharistie chez Nicolas Caba- 
silas,” Dieu vivant, XXIV (1953), pp. 125-134; M. Biedermann, “Die Lehre von der Eucha- 
ristie bei Nikolaos Kabasilas,” Ostkirchliche Studien, III (1954), pp. 29-41; I. Sevéenko, “Nico- 
laus Cabasilas’ Correspondence and the Treatment of Late Byzantine Literary Texts,” By- 
zantinische Zeitschrift, XLVII (1954), pp. 49-59; B. Laourdas, “Ta 8%0 zpoodurypara eis 
dytov Anparpiov rod NuxoAdov KaBdowda,” ‘EAAqvixa, XIII (1954), pp. 337 £., correcting a slip 
of mine; R. J. Loenertz, “Chronologie de Nicolas Cabasilas 1345-1854,” Orientalia Christiana 
Periodica, XXI (1955), pp. 205-231. 

“Cf. e.g. S. Salaville, Studia Orientalia liturgico-theologica (1940), pp. 62-85; L. 
Thomas in Revue des études byzantines, VI (1948), pp. 117-121; R. J. Loenertz, “Pour la 
chronologie des oeuvres de Joseph Bryennios,” Revue des études byzantines, VII (1949-50), 
pp. 12-82. 


86 IHOR SEVCENKO 


of Demetrius Cydones.*” Among the minor writings sometimes attributed 
to him, one is spurious,” another, hitherto unknown, awaits the proof of 
authenticity.” It is improbable that Nicolas Cabasilas ever occupied the 
metropolitan throne of Thessalonica, although the tradition to this effect 
is an early one.” It has even been denied or doubted that he was ever a 
monk or an ecclesiastic.” Here we are on less firm ground,” for a Eulogy 


” For justification of this change in date, cf. Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVII (1954), 
pp. 54-56. I notice with pleasure that R. J. Loenertz, Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XXI 
(1955), p. 226, shares my opinion. His date is 1822-23. 

* Monody on the Emperor’s death, Coislinianus 192, fols. 100%-103¥. It is by Theodorus 
Cabasilas and dates from 1332. For discussion, cf. Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVII (1954), 
p. 56, n. 5. 

* This is the addition inc. fyrnréov Siati brooy eotiv f bia Tov ExKevtpov mpoobadaipecis, 
expl. Sia Tas eipyuévas airfas, Standing in some mss. at the end of Th. Metochites’ astronomical 
Stoicheiosis, e.g. Vaticanus Gr. 2176 (XIVc.), fols. 293'-294' (without indication of author- 
ship). For attribution to Nicolas Cabasilas, cf. the following note. 

4In Ambrosianus Gr. 1005, fol. 235¥, the addition discussed in the preceding note is ac- 
companied by the following marginal remark: 4 rapotca tpooOyKy petayevertépus eypady, roinpa 
Séori rod paxapwtdérov pytporoAtrou Jecoadovixns éxeivov K(vpod) vKodrdov KaBdora, copia 
Sueveyxdvtos Tovs Kar’ avrov dravTas, ov TH EAAnVUKH Aeyouévy BOvoV, GAAG TH TOAAG KpeitTOVL, TH 
Sua Tov ebayyeAlKGv évrohGv Tod rvetparos. The Ambrosianus dates from the sixteenth century, 
but it faithfully copies (ownership notes, marginal remarks, and all) a ms. which belonged 
to the monastery of Chora, Metochites’ foundation (cf. fol. 2° and my remarks in Scriptorium, 
V [1951], p. 284). In the fifteenth century this prototype of the Ambrosianus was in the hands 
of the bibliophile John Chortasmenus, who made at least one long entry in it. As the passage 
in Sphrantzes’ Chronicon Minus (Migne, PG, CLVI, cols. 1036D-1037A) has to be elim- 
inated as self-contradictory, the remark of Ambrosianus 1005 is the earliest known source 
connecting Nicolas Cabasilas with the metropolitan throne of his native city. The note of 
the Ambrosianus seems to have been written by a different hand than that of the main scribe 
who copied the text and the marginalia of his prototype. Does it nevertheless go back to the 
fifteenth century? As a whole, it does. The note on Cabasilas appears in Vat. Gr. 1865, the 
fourteenth-century original of the Ambrosianus, on fol. 384¥. It is by a fifteenth-century hand 
and almost illegible today. It was difficult to read even in the sixteenth century, for at that 
time someone began to transcribe it on the same fol. 384, in the space below, but gave up 
the attempt. Nevertheless, it is possible to guess the first name of Cabasilas as transmitted 
in the note of the Vat. Gr. 1365. It seems to be veéAov, and the scribe of the Ambrosianus 
apparently read velAov rod for vxoAdov. If so, the note of the Ambrosianus is of no value for 
the discussion of Nicolas Cabasilas’ career. There remains the question whether the attribution 
to Nilus Cabasilas of the addition to Theodore Metochites’ astronomical work is correct. We 
know more of Nicolas Cabasilas’ studies in astronomy; we also know that he did write on 
the subject. — The last word of the note in Vat. Gr. 1365 is o(wr})p(o)s. 

2 Eg. S. Salaville, ed., Nicolas Cabasilas, Explication de la Divine Liturgie (= Sources 
chrétiennes, 4 [1943]), p. 10. 

*The words évra éru iduryv of Cantacuzenus, Hist., III, p. 275,5 f. Bonn, are usually 
considered the crucial passage indicating that Cabasilas was not a cleric at least as late as 
1353. This is true. But it does not follow that Cabasilas was or remained “lay ascetic.” First, 
according to contemporary usage, idiérns does not necessarily mean a layman; it means only 
someone who has no ordination. In Cabasilas’ usage, i8iéra: are opposed to priests, not to 
monks: Discourse, 8,8-9 rodXois pev TOv iStwrav, roAXots Sé TOV iepewy, cf, 53,24; 56,11-12. The 
term included monks, who had no ordination, as in Symeon of Thessalonica, De sacr. ordin., 
Migne, PG, CLV, col. 468A: épolws 8& Kal rhs mvevpatiKhs taTpoTyToS AeTovpynpa ov xP? 
Swpeicbar povayois iSustais, xepoToviay Odws uy éyovow. Second, the very ér, in Cantacuzenus 
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by Cabasilas contains some indications that its author may have joined the 
“holy community.” * It is also impossible to ascribe to him any aulic title * 
or to determine his profession, although scattered remarks in letters ad- 
dressed to him, and the “anti-Zealot” treatise itself, point to his interests in 
law.” 


passage implies that some time — perhaps shortly — after 1853, Cabasilas ceased to be idarns. 

* Cabasilas’ Eulogy of Saints Basil, Gregory of Nazianzus, and John Chrysostom, ed. K. 
Dyobouniotes, *Ezernpis ‘Er. Buf. Saovdav, XIV (1938), pp. 157-162 contains two curious 
passages. The opening sentence (p. 157) reads: Oipai ye rév évvopwrdtwv Kai Sixatoratwv elvat, 
THY ywopernv Tols TaTpdow Tacav véepew TiYnnv’ el@ep S€ TWas TOV GrdvTWY, TaTépas THS Kad’ 
Heas tepas travryns hPatpias kal Tod xopod trav edccBovvrwv Kopuvdatovs — ws cimeiv — Kal 
mpooTdtas, Kat duds, & BéATioro. mavrwv, amavres tcpev (punctuation mine). This means in 
part “we all know that if anyone is, you [i.e. the three Saints], too, are fathers of this holy 
community of ours, and leaders of (other) faithful.” When Cabasilas came to speak of the 
struggle the three Fathers led against heresy (pp. 160-161), he stressed that they pulverized 
the heretics, strengthened the waverers, and completely persuaded the orthodox and “those 
who were of this holy community of ours”: rots 8¢ y’ eboeBéot kal doo THs Kad’ Huds iepas 
TavTyns hatpias rebw tHv TUpavvov éfioracr. I suggest (a) that in both passages the author 
made a distinction between the Orthodox faithful and the members of the iepa garpia; (b) 
that xa6’ yas means “ours,” not “of our time,” since this ¢arpia existed in the fourth cen- 
tury; consequently Cabasilas considered himself a member of this ¢arpia; (c) that this 
ieod patpia is the monastic order. Unfortunately I do not know the date of the Eulogy of 
the Three Fathers. 

*¥F. Délger, Aus den Schatzkammern des Heiligen Berges (1948), p. 64 (ad nr. 19,11), 
suggested, without positive arguments, that a péyas wamias KaBaovAds appearing in a Xeropo- 
tamu document of 1851 should be identified with Nicolas. Could not the KaBaowdés of this 
document be, rather, identical with Demetrius Ducas Cabasilas of the document Zographu 
nr.44 of 1369 (ed. in Vizantijskij Vremennik, XIII [1907], app., 101-104)? This Demetrius 
Ducas Cabasilas may have been péyas zazias. I am inclined to see in the words 6 péyas ramias 
in the Zographu document (p. 104) not a separate signature, but Demetrius Cabasilas’ title, 
following his name. 

* In the “anti-Zealot” Discourse as well as in his other writings Cabasilas showed a legalis- 
tic bent and a familiarity with texts derived from both Canon and Civil law. He was quite a 
legal expert; such, at least, is the impression conveyed by some of the compliments lavished 
upon him by two of his correspondents, Cydones and the Emperor Manuel II. In 1363, Cydones 
praised his friend’s “strength coming from the laws,” and hinted at legal advice Cabasilas 
had dispensed to others (cf. J. F. Boissonade, Anecdota Nova [1844], p. 318: fyropucyy 
dytiorycov Kai THY a6 Tv Vopr ioxtv . . . and aicypov yap rov dAdo Bonbeiv év rots Tovovrots 
Suvapevov, adtov tis érépwv yAorrys jprijoa [i.e. hire lawyers]). Some thirty years later, 
Manuel IT saw in Cabasilas an “adornment of laws” (cf. E. Legrand, Lettres de Tempereur 
Manuel II Paléologue cee [1893], p- 8,10 [= letter nr.6]: d.peT7s pev yap is€ay wacav 
doxels, vopous 8€ TH werovoig paAXov KeKdopyKas 7) KexOopnoa Tap’ adray. But Cabasilas seems 
to have stopped short of accepting a high office in the judiciary [cf. Manuel's letter nr. 15, 
dating from 1891, ed. Legrand, ibidem, p. 21,42 £f.]: tov rod xpivew pev Opovoy devyew de 
axorov EGov, AaBeiv S€ wapdv obk qvécxov 6 wodAois eixraiov cxjpa Kat Lydordv Fv). The last 
passage is no proof that Cabasilas was a layman in 1391, for we do not know what kind of 
“judge's chair” Manuel had in mind. In the “anti-Zealot” Discourse, Cabasilas behaved like 
the attorney for the plaintiffs. Cf. the forensic dvdyvwht rév vopov in 50,9. Once, he even 
borrowed a phrase from Socrates’ speech before the Athenian jury (38,12 f.). It is hardly 
necessary, however, to prove that the forensic form of Cabasilas’ treatise was but a literary 
convention, and that there never was a civil case against the officials argued by the mystic 
(this against Tafrali, Thessalonique au quatorziéme siécle, p. 261). However, in keeping 
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The purpose of the present article is:to go beyond stating differences 
in views profferred by modern scholarship, and pointing to gaps in our 
knowledge. Since Cabasilas’ Discourse has been considered the principal 
source for the Zealot policy and program, an attempt to achieve more agree- 
ment on the Zealot question and more insight into Nicolas Cabasilas’ liter- 
ary activity should start with an investigation of the text itself. The in- 
vestigation will be preceeded by an edition and a detailed summary ” of 
the Discourse. 


II 


The Adyos wept 7év Tapavopws Tots dpxovaww ext rots iepots TOhpapéevov has 
been preserved in its entirety in at least” three manuscripts, Parisinus Grae- 
cus 1218 (15th century), fols. 245-269" [=P],*° Coislinianus 315 (17th 
century), fols. 451'-494" [= C],” and in Vindobonensis Theol. Graecus 
262 (15th century), fols. 344-369" [ = W].” Moreover, a long fragment of 
the Discourse, starting with 4,11 kat 6 wapd and ending with 40,17 érépwv; 
ard, is in Parisinus Suppl. Graecus 681 (15th century, by a hand so similar 
to that of P as to be perhaps identical with it), fols. 95'-110" [ = S].** 


with the literary form chosen by Cabasilas, in my paraphrase I shall often refer to his adver- 
saries as “defendants.” 

* This is in agreement with the opinion of F. Délger, “Aufgaben der byzantinischen 
Philologie von heute,” Das Altertum, I (1955), p. 49, who advocates a “kiirzende Paraphrase” 
for difficult rhetorical texts. The summary was checked by Dr. Cyril Mango, whom I want 
to thank for his many improvements. For errors I alone am responsible. 

” The Discourse was (or perhaps still is) contained in a miscellaneous manuscript copied 
by Maximus Margunius (late sixteenth century). All that is known of it at present is a copy 
of its table of contents. Cf. P. K. Enepekides, “Das Pariser Inhaltsverzeichnis eines angeblich 
verschollenen byzantinischen Sammelkodex,” Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen byzantinischen 
Gesellschaft, IV (1955), pp. 157-164, esp. p. 160. In 1930, mention was made of a bombycine 
fourteenth-century manuscript, found in 1912 on the island of Calymnus. In addition to 
Cabasilas’ known works, the manuscript was said to contain some hitherto unknown texts 
by him: S. Zervos, “NixoAdov KaBdoua els réws dyvworos KOdiE rod IA’ aidvos cbpeBeis év 
Kadtprve ris AwSexanjoov,” Actes du III¢ Congres international des études byzantines (Athens, 
1932), p. 180. My attempts to obtain access to this manuscript were unsuccessful. 

* Best description in S. Lampros, “*Avaypapy épywv NixoAdov KaBdowa xai Anyyrpiov 
Kuddévn év 7 Tapioaxd xdduct,? Néos “EAAnvopvjpov, IL (1905), pp. 299-328; cf. also the 
important remarks by R. J. Loenertz, “Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius Cydonés” (Studi 
e Testi, CXXXI [1947], pp. 24, n. 1; 28, 49, 58, and in Orientalia Christiana Periodica 
XXI (1955), p. 281. — The scribe of P either collated his finished text with another manu- 
script, or copied a model which was collated. Cf. the apparatus to 8,8; 10,15; 11,5; 
20,2-8; 39,13; 41,22. 

= Cf, R. Devreesse, Le Fonds Coislin . . . (1945), p. 308. 

"Cf, D. de Nessel, Catalogus ...codicum ... graecorum .. . bibliothecae . . . 
Vindobonensis I (1690), pp. 364-369, esp. p. 367. 

8 The order of folios in S is disturbed. It should be: 96'-101¥; 95-95; 103'-110¥; folio 
102'-102¥ is empty. S was found (or its elements were found and put together) by Minoides 
Mynas, cf. H. Omont, “Minoide Mynas et ses missions en Orient (1840-1855) ,” Mémoires 
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Of the four manuscripts, only PS or P alone should serve as the basis for 
a critical edition of the Discourse. The present writer agrees with those who 
believe that Coislinianus 315 is a direct copy of P, and their view has been 
confirmed by his own collation. A collation of the Discourse as it stands 
in W with the text presented by the Parisinus led to a rejection of the Vin- 
dobonensis. This manuscript has all the errors of P in addition to many of 
its own. Moreover, some errors of W can best be explained on the Lawns 


tion that its scribe had P itself before his eyes. Thus we read 10 15 ge 
tagav P: apdérecéra€av W; 17,9 érdruno expunxit P (before édpdvrice): 
om W; 23,18 AxOnv ARAnv P (the second dyOyv surrounded by dots, probably 
by a later reader): AnOyv ANOnv W; 41,20 wpds rHY — xpepevos P (where 
these words occupy one line): om W; 47,20-21 kaxdv dvrigpomov . . . rots 
P (where xaxév begins a line and rots ends it): om W. In some cases the 
errors or manner of writing of W are explicable as misunderstandings or 
imitations of the letters in P. So 27,11 xat érawéoe P (where the initial é 
may be misunderstood for the continuation of the abbreviation for kat): kat 
maweoes W; 46,13 odo || ddiucjoovow P (where the crowded * was neces- 
sary at the end of a line); ado%ddicrjoovow W in the middle of a line.* 
Consequently, the apparatus of the present edition will consist of rejected 


de l'Institut National de France, XL (1916), esp. p. 413. —I wish to thank Mr. N. Svoronos 
(Paris) for having identified the fragment of S as a part of Cabasilas’ Discourse, and for 
having drawn my attention to this independent witness. H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire 

. du Supplément Grec (1883), p. 77, describes fol. 95° ff. only as de vita monastica 
fragmentum. 

“I follow R. Devreesse, Le Fonds Coislin . . . , p. 803 as against R. Guilland, Eis Myjpnv 
a. Adumpov (1935), p. 271, n. 1. Cf. R. J. Loenertz, Studi e Testi, CXXXI (1947), p. 88 
and P, Enepekides, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVI (1953), p. 21 and n. 3. When all of the 
errors of C (which has all those of P and many of its own) are discarded, the only discrepant 
readings i in the Discourse which might be taken into consideration are Titulus: rerodpnpévov, 
16,46 or’ oixofey and 46,25-26 rapackevéfovor. All of them should be considered innovations 
of the copyist Honorat. 

“P. Enepekides, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVI (1953), pp. 21 f£., does not consider 
W as a copy of P. But his apparatus is unreliable. For my observations, cf. Byzantinische 
Zeitschrift, XLVII (1954), p. 53, n. 2. Nor is the edition and apparatus of B. Laourdas, 

“NexoAdov KaBdowa tpoodovna Kat emypdppata eis Tov aytov Anuarpiov, *Eernpis ‘Er. But. 
Srovddv, XXII (1952), pp. 97-109 any tidier. On the whole, the editor rejects the readings 
of Vindobonensis, accepting them in only three cases: (1) p. 101,84 f., we read zpds 76 
movi Kat Sidacxew and in the apparatus, ™pos 76 B [=W] zpos 76 A [= P]; the reading 
7@ is correct: “Teaching in addition to deeds,” cf. p. 102,109: Kai érote: xattdeye. (2) The 
apparatus ad p. 101,90 wy A [=P] is wrong, since P has the correct yuyfs. (3) p. 101,95 
we read déious ds perayeipiover ra mpooyKovra, and in the apparatus petaxetpifwor A [= P], 
which is in fact what P has. Still, the reading of P is to be preferred to the presumable — 
ovat of W, as déwos ws with subj. seems to be an elegant variation for dos tva with subj. 
used e.g. in the New Testament. (Other errors in Laourdas: p. 101,84 read xdxeivo. [so P]; 
p. 101,89 f. read 73 yotv [so P]). Thus whenever doubts as to the complete dependence of 
W on P arise, they turn out to be based on errors or on cases admitting of no conclusion. 
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readings of PS.** W will be consulted only for the four mechanically dam- 
aged portions of P. The damage is recent, since Tafrali seems not to have 
been aware of it. 

In only a few cases was the decision between relegating a reading into 
the apparatus or maintaining it a difficult one. In none of these cases was 
there any doubt as to the meaning of a passage. Thus 8,4 ddedrjoovras 
may have been an error for -res, rather than a gerundial use, influenced by 
the living language. But 20,10 onyaivovra had to be retained, rather than 
corrected into -vov or -vdv7wv. Cydones in the fourteenth century and 
Scholarios in the fifteenth, both men no less erudite than Cabasilas, made 
the same “slip,” in line with the spoken Greek of their time, when they 
treated Supavra, ovvavioxovra and AapBdvovra as acc. or nom. sing. neutr.”® 
In 31,18 rocotro — 6cov, 47,23-24 rocotro — da0, 56,17-18 rocotrov — dao, 
seem fairly improbable in a learned text. After some hesitation, they were 
retained, because the scribe’s “vulgarizing” error of écov for 6o@ and rovob- 
rov for rocovry is rather unlikely. Besides, Cabasilas in another work, and 
Critobulus, the fifteenth century imitator of Thucydides, may have written 
rocobro peilov ... 600... paddov S€ doo and rocotro . . . 600 respec- 
tively.’ 56,18 yeif@ must stand, as this adverbial use is well attested in 
post-classical Greek.** Finally, PS were followed in the spelling of the neuter 
participle éorws (21,16), for here Cabasilas followed the norm recom- 
mended by most grammarians whom he may be presumed to have known.” 

The division into chapters, introduced in order to facilitate quotations, 
does not follow that of the manuscripts. Their use of majuscules was too 
erratic to serve as a reliable guide in subdividing the text. Marginal notes 


*R. J. Loenertz, Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XXI (1955), pp. 226, 229 stressed 
the high value of P, which, for instance, is the only one to have preserved two correct readings 
in letter 4 of Cabasilas. 

* Cydones, ed. Cammelli in Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher, IV (1923), p. 
80,22 f: émaxev trois Onpiow Sujavra ro ordpa. Scholarios, Oeuvres, III, p. 143,27 ff: ro 8e 
nvebpa ... €k Llarpos . . . ovvavicxovta kal ryv airy ovolav éxeiev AapBavovra. On these 
forms, cf. A. Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar (1897), §2238, p. 207; E. Schwytzer, 
Griechische Grammatik . . . II (1950), p. 411. 

* Cabasilas in the Tpocdevnya to St. Demetrius, Parisinus Gr. 1213, fol. 107" has 
rocobto peiLov ... 600... paddov 8 dco (the apparatus of Laourdas’ edition in ’Ezer. ‘Er. 
Buf. Srovdev, XXII [1952], ad p. 104, 172-174 is silent in all three crucial instances). 
Critobulus’ manuscript (XVI c.) has rogotro paAdov dao, cf. C. Miiller, Fragmenta Histori- 
corum Graecorum V (1883), p. 54, apparatus ad §2. co exists in modern Greek. 

* Cf. W. Crénert, “Die adverbialen Comparativformen auf -w,” Philologus, LXI (1902), 
pp. 161-192. 

* For these grammarians and quotations from them, cf. S. G. Oliphant, “tEords or ‘Eords?” 
American Journal of Philology, XXVIII (1907), p. 420, n. 1. 


NICOLAS CABASILAS “ANTI-ZEALOT’ DISCOURSE 91 


of PS, announcing the place and name of various arguments and counter- 
arguments in the treatise, have been omitted from the edition.” 


“In punctuating I did not make a point of strictly adhering to “Meyer's Law,” for Caba- 
silas himself did not always observe it. My accentuation (especially that of the proclitics and 
enclitics) is conventional, as there are no generally accepted rules to guide editors of late 
Byzantine texts in the matter; more interesting “deviations” of PS are mentioned in the 
apparatus. PS (and fourteenth- to fifteenth-century manuscripts in general) consistently 
write rovAorrod, Siarovro, éLapyis, THVapXyV. Editors should agree to admit these spellings into 
the text. 


A > N Lal 
Fol. 245¢ meres TWEpt TOV TWAapavopws TOLLS ApXovowvy ETL TOLS 
ye Ron emevany 
1. Tods pév movnpods Tov dpxovtar, ol yvouns poxOnpia Avovor 
vopovs Kal Oixaiwy vrepopacw, ws Gv pr TO ayvoev GTi Set mrovety 
> , 
apuapTavovTas, GAN ExdvTas TOVNPEVOLEVOUS Kal KaKOUpyovVTas, GUNKaVOV 
e A & A 37 , s , a a de or s 
evpety Os Gv idcaito Adyos Kal weicele THMpovety: ot Sé Bovdrovrar pev 
5 » 4 a YA A , de X , S ? 
elval XpnoToL Kal OtKaLoL TaVTAaXov, mpodacect O€ Oyov Tia oolewW 
Soxovoas EnmaTnpévor tapavopovar, TovTovs eikds éorriv, et Tus bdOerTO 
\ , \ ¢ , 5 , \ e¢ , , \ ¢ > A 
76 O€ov, Kai déws axovoer Oar Kal padiws wetcer Bar Kai dep dyvoobrTeEs 
A , 3 , > 4 S BS e 5 A “\ 
TAnpEdovaW SidacKopévous eravopbdcev. Exelvors pev Yap @V El TAPE 
a , , 5 39Q\ »¥ , s 2A 2 ¢ , 50 ae 
TOV NOywv yiverat, Kai ovdev Ett Korver TA avTaV év admraci cele’ oi 
A A Ka . 
10 dé wovnpol Kai mpd Tdv Tapawotvrav Tadybes EiddTES OvSeY FArTOV Eiot 
\ 4 , 5S yy 3 Q a \ \ A Rd 3 4 
poxOnpot, dare parny pev ivacww adtol, parnv S€ mapa Tav GANWV aKov- 
corrar. dia Tatra mpos pev éxeivouvs ciwrav xph, Td TOD YoNopavros 
A A A A A 
movoupvTas Os TOUS KAKOVS ELEYKXELY OV TVUYXPEl, TOLS de dyabots 
e A 
TPOCTEOV, TEPL OY TOALTEVOVTAL TApaLvooYTas TapaKahovvTas éd€yKoVTAS, 
15 et Tt A\abdvres cipydoavro movnpov’ Exeivor yap, Tpds TO Bedtiovs yevér Oar 
T@ KOWG, Kal Xap Hty eicovrar TaV éhéyxwv. 
2. OvKovy et Tes pds Tos Adyous SuTXEpaivovat TovToVS, od Tpds 
, 
ExElVOUS ElpyoovTaL, baT ovK av dixaiws Svaoyxepaivorer’ ci pev yap TO Tapa 
“A l4 “a , oS A > , , 
TOV hoywr tots meopevois Shedos Tuvopdrres opyilovrar, BacKavia 
A> AN vo, \ sf A , FN , > X “ e A 
Tour av ein’ kal rt det Backaive, dv pysjoac bar; ef Se ryyhy wyobvrar 
\ , ¥ S 
D5 rovs Adyous, ém'dAovs 7d Bédos epxerat- ti obv adbrot Kémrovral; Ei yap 
> a \ ‘ A 
eykaheiv xpy, Tods eLeleyxopuévous éyxadely xprj émel unde iarpds Tov 
, : A , iA 4 , nn > , “A 
vorovvtwy tots Bovdopévors Kepdoas Papyaxkov, Sixny av odeidou Tots 
\ r , , i] Ral A > A \ A 4 \ 
vn Bovdopévors tpocéo Oa. 7 THs od yeholov Tovs pev TANTTOMEVOUS TpdS 
“~ , SM 4 , A 
TO Pépew Kat Xap eidévar Tov Thyyv Tots mpocdyoucw, avrods 8é, 
XN ¢ 2 “A A 
Fol. 245v pndev Vropévovtas Tovdrov, || Suravacyxereiy kai Body domep ot reuvdpe- 
. 3 > e ‘\ \ > “~ , Q \ 5 lal ¥ 4 SN 
vol; GAA Ol pev TA AUTOV TOLOVYTMD Kal wNdEls adTOLS EoTH hdBos, M7) TApal- 


TESTIMONIA: 
1,13 cf. Prov.9:8; Theod. Agallianus, ed. in Echos dOrient, XIV (1911), 
207. 


VARIAE LECTIONES: 
Titulus: Adyos] rod abrot Adyos P 
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Fol. 246: 


15 


15 
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, 3 , , ° N A v , 2 A ION A 
VOUVTWY GAKOVTWVTAL’ ov yap ToLovTOS HEEL Adyos avTois OVE yELpES 
> A N , > + 
iatpav Kat dadppaKov, ovd GAO Tt TOV Nuépwv Kal diravOpamwv, adda 

4 X 3 “\ A A A , \ Q A A 4 
undovs pev avrovs dixactav xeipas dé Syuiwv Kai 7d Tapa TOV vopov 

? ‘\ , \ \ “A \ A ‘ maf 3 \ 
Eidos Kai Bdpabpov kal ta Towatra xpi) mpoodoKav: Kal TotTd éote TO 

A ,. 3 
TOU wpopyrov, Ev KHP@ Kat xartv@ ras giraydvas avrav 
4 A N 3 a N \ e€ 4 4 v4 
ayEats TOV py EyytlovtTav mpos oe, vaddouTOV Elva héyovTos 

‘\ A 
THY Biav tots wy Adye@ wadevopevots. 
e \ e 
3. “Hutv 6€ % Siadicacia mepi trav apydvT@v, ot cool Té eiot Kai 
\ ‘ 4 > KN A aA 
xXpnorol Kai wavr’ av Bovdowro paddov 7 yreun wpodovvar vouov, Kai 
‘\ NX > +f - e 3 , 4 ¥ , 3Q 7 AN 
THY KownY értoravTa, diow as aunxavov Eva avdpa wavra eidévat Kal 
, t) A > A a 4 S A \ x 4 
vonilovaw ov Tov aicxypdv év eivar TO pavOdvew Kal, eb tis SiddoKEL 
\ : 4 
TO Stadedyov, ovTE aioxvvovtat ovTE Xaerraivovot, add’ év evepyérou Tife- 
, , N “ \ @ > A > aA 4 Q 4 
vrat poipa: Néyw pev 57) wepi Ov éyxadovpev advrots: ~xtw Oé Suxacry pov 
A e , 3 A . , e 4 - , 3 “A ey, aA 
TOV ETaipoTatwv avTots Kai dirtdtov oi muorrératou Sixn 8, av adaow 
GOuKovvTes, Guohoy7 1 ts due i Tov wr) ts 8 0 
S$, Guodoynoas yap Tots SidKovoer Kat TOV WHdwv Tots SikacTats 
Kal 1p0 TOUTWY TO KAKOS TEeTpaypévov Eerravopfacer. 
4 3 ON “A , 3 7 N 3. A ‘ 7 \ 
. Eiot tots hpovrusrnpiows aypoi tives Kat oikias Kai ouvouKias Kat 

4, A N A > N , 4 , 3 A ‘\ 

TrEOpa ys Kai rowatrar ddoppat xpynudrov- tovTrwy Sdéov édeivar Tovs 
“ > Ud a + e ? ‘ 3 S e XS 3 , 
povaxovs amoavew ols édocav of xpnoapevot THY apxny, ot S€ adatpov- 
\ AN e al \ ee , A / \ ) 4, 
HEVOL TA pev EavTOts TA O€ GAAOLS Tapéxovar XpHTOaL, pddiora pev apyv- 
\ \ N \ ‘\ ey ‘\ Vv A A 
ploy Kat mupovs Kat KptOas Kat oivov kat adddovs TOY KwpaV 
TOKOUS, évioTe O€ Kai yewpyovs Kal cvvoukias Kal adra Ta Ywpia. Kaitou de- 
, \ la 5S € r) , \ , , 5 “A 5 , de 8 > 3 , 
oT6TaL Lev TOVTWV Ho-ay oi SdvTEs Kat KUpLoi ye SovVAL, Deo TOTAL OE OL EKEL- 
€ 9 > +» , ro A eee Po A LAN LA 
vous oi Tap’ éxeivwv haBovtes, ois rdv pev e€éaTnoav Cvres, Epi 5é TOV 
3 oN “A lA 3 , 3 al , XN 3 \ 4 kD 
avrd Todro ypdbavres ev SiabrjKais, aajrOov. Siadhéper S€ ovdEev OvTWS 7 
3 , la 3 > e , , A > A ¢y 3 4 
éxeivs KT} oacOat, GAN’ or dpotws Seamdrns TOV dypav 6 Te TapyvpLor || 
KaTaBadov Kat 6 Tapa TOD rpapévou Sapov haBav- GAN’ odd’ éxeivw Sx0i- 
N A > A “A , a N N ‘ A , 
oel TO O@pov Tap ére Cdvros 7) TeOvyKdTos NaBeEtv, kal yap Kat TOUTO KTY- 
4 0 N 3 \ / N \ A 5 A , A A 
GEws TPdTOS OvdEVOS EAdTTV, TO Tapa THV dtAOyKaV aBovrTa KexTHOOaL. 

\ lal ‘4 A \ N ? , b) , 3 A \ A la 
kal Tadra, vopot Bogor Kai 76 OiabyjKas vey TAVTOV ETTL TH KATA TOV VOUOV 
XW peu. 

5 ¥” “ ¥ > \ A v4 A , > A 
. "Ett tovs apxovras api Gi roveto Gan KeNevoVT@Y TOV VOLwV, AUTOS 
5 b4 a 3 8 8 “ 3 AN \ 3 \ 4 ‘\ Ss \ \ , 
ovK éativ Os Ov OLOOdS Eri THY APXHAV FKEL, Kat TOAAG MEV TPO KELPOTOViAS 
06 Q de ‘ ‘ , 2» > , 3 A \ \ 5 la 
@pa wodda Sé pera THY xXEvpoToviay wap Eexelvwy avTots. Kal TO OELYO- 
, 
TATOV, OTL KAL TOUS LEPO’S TAavTa ToLOCLWW of TOV LEepaV TpoETTHKOTES: 
in \ N , 3 4 A \ ‘\ > A A 3 oN , 
ovtou S€ Kal rebynKdtwv éxeivwv ovAGoL pev TAS OlKias, KAY Emi upLOLS 
dméXOwot KAnpovopots, Kaptobvrar dé Tas adders, Kal Téprew addovs 


2,16 Ps. 31(32): 9. 

4,5 cf. Hom. Od. 9,110. 

5,1 vouev Lust. Nov. 8; Basilica V1,3,1sqq.; cf. Epanag. VII,2-3 (11,248sq., 
edd. Zepi). 


2,12 dxovoovra P 


a 
5,3 adbrois wap’ éxeivov P 
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Fol. 246v 


10 


20 


30 


; 5 4 , A 
attixa Séov, iv avfwor TO Képdos avaBddAovrat, Kaito. TOV 
. A , e 
WEpt TAVTA VOMWY TOUS TOLAaDTA TOApOVYTas Tails TahapvatoTaTals viT0- 
Baddovrwv apais. 
AM 9” € ‘\ 3 , 
6. Ta pev ody adduxjpara tadra Kat rowtO érepa, 7» S€ dmodoyia: 
N \ A \ 
Xpivat, Pact, Tovs émpednTas TOY KoWaY pds TO KOLYA AvOLTEES 
l4 e >. 3 A a 
opavras mavra Tovey KaOdzEp TOvs EriTpOTOUS 6pOpev, ovy’ 7 SoxKel Tots 
a ‘\ , 3 “N 3 , 
véots Ta advtav SvotKodyras, GAN’ dv toacw avrol Tpdmov adtods mdEdr- 
5 “ \ e 4 A > 4 A 
GovTEs’ Kat ToLOvTOVS aELova LW Elvat TODS KOLVOUS T/yOULEVOUS Tals OiKlaLs TOV 
2 4 e¢ sf , BS 3 “ 8 , e nN , 4 é to nN , on 
GPXoOMevav ExaoTov. Ti yap et wn Sé€ovrat nriKias BomwEp ot watdes, elzov 
\ “A SN A 3 A e + A x N » “ nv , e be 
Tat O€ VOU Kai Tos adTOV ws ETUXE XPGVTAL; Kal yap THY WAuKiav of vopobérat 
\ > , > 
dia, tov vodv Cyrodvres Tots unm tadtys TvxXovaL Tods émuTpdmoUs éré- 
la 3 A b) 
oTNTav, ws el'ye traci dpéves Hoay ovK amodeuTopevar TOV aVvopaVv, OK 
A ; a , 4 
av éénoe TOV dydvTav. ovkoby et TVEs TOD SiddLovTOS & Tuvoice Séovrat, 
XN , 
SetoBar dé woddovs eikds, pera TOV mwaldwv dv tis Oeito tobTo 7d HEpos, 
a S \ , \ »¥ \ 
kai det rods Kowods érirpdrovs, ods elvat Xp) vopioat Tods dpxovras, Kat 
, \ ‘ “A > A 4 4 , 2 A 0 A > 50 
Bovhopévav kai py tots abrav 6, te Bédridv éorre xpHoOat, Kav aromndaow 
2 A A 2Q 7 , ‘ IY A 4 , A 
éxeivo. Kay 6dvpwvrat, Kabdmep puKpad waidia mepiopav, dre Tolvuy TodTO 
> \ N al 3 al “a : “A , N > A 3 , A 
coTl TO THS apxs oxipa || wavraxod, ri Sewov ei rOv dvaxewpévwv Tois 
, A y¥ 4 ” 4 N 4 e A 
ppovriarnptots ToMGY dvrwv haPdvres Evra wévytas pev Opbopev iepedore 
de ? \ be , A s ” / > 4 ” 
€ XOPNYNTopev vews O€ KOTUHT OEY; Tatra 0 odte BAABos Exelvots oicen, 
TOV atohePbévtav apKovvTwY TH ypel t TH yve ov avaleué 
PKovvTwWY TH XpEela, Kal TH yroun TOV avalepévov 
2 > A Oe 2A 5 a 4 de Oe 4 A 5S A \ 
ef apxijs ovdév dGSov' éoxdzovv S€ obdev Erepov 7 Oedv Oeparedora Kai 
, 4 fa) \ ¢ A \ + > \ N , 3 N 4 
mevynTas Opéjas, rovro Kai Hpiv 76 Epyov. ei S€ Kai oTpaTidtas amd TovTwY 
é , e AN A e A Ud ‘\ A 4 \ A A 3 
omT\oopev virep TOV iepdv TovTwY Kal TOV vopwV Kal TOV TELYGV daoba- 
4 A 3 Ay A \ A “A xv e¢ , b) A 
voupevous, THs ov BEdtLov 7} Tapa wovaxdv Tadra Kai tepéwv dvahodabat 
, e \ LS S AN , > al Q be N \ Ed 
HATHY, OLS fLKPa eV TPOS THY TpaTEelay apKel, piKpA S€ Tpds THY GAY 
Tov Biov wapackeviv, oikor Kabnuévors Kal dad oréynv (Gor Kal mpds 
, A 
pndéva tapararropévois KivSuvov; Kaitou kal tobr’ adrots év KaLp@ Pan- 
kal Cy 
hov 7 tpomov Etepov Saraviv: 7d yap éordvar tetyn Kat vopovs elvat 
/ N , A 
TAVTOV pev avayKaldrarov abrois, épyov 5é orpatiwwrdv, et Tis év avbpo- 
A , in A 
Tos OKoTOL. TL ovv adiKodueV ei KaDdmEp aoTéyny idcacba Kal oixtay 
ari vo" 3 06 \ 3 A \ A > N On ‘\ + /, 
Tovoav avoplwoa. Kat aypav Kal Xwpdv émysehnOnvat, Tov icov Tpdmov 
‘ ‘ ey A 2 , > A > 4 4 , A 
Kal Tovs umep TIS ehevdepias avtdv dywrilouévous rpéhew Kehevoper; 7 
SQaya > 7 / \ A A A 
ovde oixérny é€éorar mapa tov iepav rovTav Tpadyvar Kai yewpyov Kat 
3 SN “A 
apromowv Kai oiKodduov; ei S€ rovrous, Ti pi) MAANov éxelvous; 
7 Oi be A 4 , N A > 7 ‘ 3 A SQA 
» Ot 0€ Tact ovTw XpapeEvoL Kal THY oikEiwV pev OiKOVOMODVTES ODSEV 
Qn ‘\ 
ovde Tov modroy adbEovres ObSe KOT MOdVTES THV oixiay, ddd’ 6 cvvoice 
A > , 3 A } /, 2 N A A ot > “A ¥ 
TOUS ApXopeEvols Ev TaLs Oamdvais aet Cyrodvres, od Sikatov éyKadeiv, ef 


5,7 dvaBdddovras cf. Can. 25 Cone. Chale.; Nomoc. c.9. 


6,6/7 Acizovra] Séovra P 
15 dvaxepévwv trois] dvaxa{ }rois P: ex SW supplevi 
16 6pépouer icpedor] Opeyou{ }eio. P: ex SW supplevi 
17 éxeivous] €{ Jus P: ex SW supplevi 
28 xafdrep| x{ }eo P: ex SW supplevi 
30 rs om. P 
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A \ 
TWOS TOV emt TAS apXas idvTwY KopicavTos xpuciov, mpos THY tonV ava- 
, a, Mee A \ A 
Aw@oopev XpElav; OKOTapev ‘yap, él Tov ToD mpdypatos SiadBeiperas 7d 
? “ A \ A A 
Sixaov’ Tpidy yap évtwy év avTo, Tov xpynudtov Tov Siddvrov Tov 
, “‘ , XN A \ 
apBavovrwv, Ta xphpata pev ovK ay dvadwbein Bédriov, Hets Se 
SQN XS \ A A A , , 
ovdey Tapa 76 OXIA ToLodpEev Gras dv ein AvowredéaTEpoY ypHpeEvot, 
4 , 
ot re OddvTes ovdey HOiKnYTaL per EMedovoiov KaTaBdddovTEs yvadpns. él 
? 3 ” e A a \ 3 A A 
TOLVUV OVK ET TLV EUPELV OV TO EYKANLA, TOU yryvouevou TavTaxod awlomévov, 
” e A > 8 A "4 \ 4 > 7 \ A 3 
| ovf juets ddiKodpev, odtE TOV VoLObEeTHY axddovOoV Ta TOLAtTA dmaryo- 
A 5 A 3 a N 4 3 \ 3 A 3 > 93 A , a 
pevoar O@pa wap ols TO TupdPepov eoTiv évapyas, GAN éxeiva TavTWS a 
Sie ? VaR AS Bie ays aN t Ro Wiiere: Oe 
u é€avrov tis hapBaver kat du & TOV Ape ov Sixaov Edoit av’ Hels Se 
e , A ‘ \ ” & sd S N d0 > 8 A , ‘ 
aipovpeta pev TOY apioTov @v iopev Kal 76 SHpov ov SiadGeEiper Tas 
? \ ? N \ N a 
Undous, TA xpjuata Sé 7d Kowwov eldnde. 
A A @ 
8. Awd ta aira 8€ Kai tas év tals médeou TOV iepéwv ouTHcELs als 
e ? lA N e A > 4 , C4 > a > A “\ 
ExagTn Tpeder TOV EavTHs, Exeivov TeOvyKdTwY el Ties akvolev emt THY 
ENTpoTow ayew, TOV KOLVOV ToLéva Kal TOV TEpL avToV XopoV ard 
, > , 4 ¢ / ‘\ 4 “\ e , N e “A 
TovTav wpedynoovres, Sev amdcats Kal voor Kai iepoovvn Kal driody 
A A 2 8 > A \ , , ON A , 
TOV TELVAV, aVTAS EV TOLOVTL TAS TOELS KaDdTED KEhadTV 7 KapdLaV 
2 oA N , , . 28 Ne ‘ 2 ¢/ N 2 
auTats THY pwnTépa o@lovres’ Evel Kal 6 Xpiotds ‘Hkiwoe TOUS Epya- 
Copévovs 76 evayyéXtov é€x Tod evayyediov CHv. Kaitou 
299 ¢ a / A , “A es A ? 3 \ 
ov’ éavtois pdvov tadta Onoavpilovaw 7 viéow 7) ovyyevérw, &\AG TOd- 
A A A A A a 
hots pev Tov iSwwrdv, woddols Sé TOV iepéwv, of 7) Suvdpevor Tov Biov 
otkolev Toveto Ga. mpos Tas éxeivwy Gpa@ou xelpas, ols Kal Poipdrov 
A A A 
Tapeéxovot Kat tmmov tov amehOdvTwyv Kal dpyvpiov Kal 6,7. av THs 
3 , > 7 kat la 4 b) 4 A “\ A b) A 
éxeivr oikias 7 TOV KAnpovopav adédwvrat- Tavra 6€ Tots TE ameNOovowW 
b) A ? ‘ S N 3 “A S ? ' ‘ , » 
év KaLp@ ‘yiveTat Kal TO KoLVOY wEdEL. — TPds TovToLs dé Kal 7d Bos 
A A 4 ‘\ \ A 
TpotoXovrat, wNoe yap WpeTor Tov wpdyparos apEacbar Kal Ta Tovadra 
“A 3 3 3 A A CS e 4 
Tohpynoat add’ akodovbjoat ToAAOV ETEepwv Hynoapévov. 
9. “H peéev amodoyia tav avdpav atrn, tpiot tovrous opilopéern, TO 
ad ) } t 
fal A A A ® \ A 
ocuyKexwopynKots THS apxys, dOev e€eivat dacw avrois 4 SoKel Ta TOV 
A A A A X 4 a ; 
apxopévwy oixovopety, T@ xpnobar Tots adnpnpévors eis TH S€éov, oF yapLV 
A \ > ¢ Af 3 7 \ 3 A N V4 A ? 
Kav pr Tap éxdvrwy adéd\wvTar pnoev dduKelv, Kat Tpit TH ocvvybeia 
A ~ a 
du qv avrots Kai Tovs Vopous cUvyyopEly ot THY GuVHOELaY dvTi vduov 
A / iG , 4 ‘ , aQA 3 A > 47 al 
Talis mo\EoW Etvar KeAEVOVLY. STL O€ TOUTWY OvdeY avTods adinot TIS 
a A lad “A 
aitias, add’ ovdey Arrov aoikodyres Ghiokovrat, SHAov ay yévouro Tept 
A . A \ ‘ A 3 A 
éxdoTov oKoTovGL, Kal TpaTa oH wept THS apx7s. 
10. “Ore pev yap THV GvTwY Tots apxopLévots THY Oikovopiay Tots || 
A ~ Nv A A \ A A 
adpxovow avaketo Bar det, hainv av, add’ ov Tav iSvwTiKGV, GAA TOV KOLWOV: 


8,5 Kxepadny cf. Can. Apost. 34. 
6/7 I Cor. 9:14. 
10,1 6r. — 2 xowav cf. Nic. Chon. Hist. 274,10 Bonn. 


7,4 pos] éxt P 
8,4 ddedjoovras PS 


p a 
8 podvov tatra] tatra povov P:. wévoyv supra versum S 


9,3 76 xpjoba| 76 xpjoba P 
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A \ A » A 
TS yap oikias Exacrov mpotaracbat THs avTod Kal rots ovow 7 Soxet 
A wn A 4 A a 
xphobar, Kav Katopvéar Kav eikp pias Kav eis ovdev déov dSamavnoar 
3 A a 
Jekjon, pndoevi Adyor ddeiheav, ov TaV Onpaywyav ov TOV diKacTOP, 
A A A a N A 3 lal a 
OvK avTots Tos TavTA apxovow Baciredow. av pev yap éxetvor Sixas 
4 , A , 5) ? >) ? de ? Q A 
etvas BovdovTat, TavTa vouors Ex@AvTAY: OvdELLA O€ TOVTWY Tapa TOLS 
2, 3 ? 0. »” 3 “ a , ; \ 3 , 5 % 
vopnots evObvn, od Eat Eizetv, Os ToLavTHY ypadyy eionyaye diKaaTHS 
3 3 3 0 4 e e A 4 3 4 SN 3 a A 
ov) éypdiato Katyyopos, as 6 Selva parny avddwoe THY ovciay Kat 
& 3 “ N 
Katébero pev ois ovK ber xa pw, expiato Sé 76 wndev @Pedody, Kat pvnobets 
? SN Q A Fd > , 9 Q ¥ A ? 
KAnpovdpwv tovs codovs Kal Suxaiovs ddeis Ta 6vTa Tots davdroTdrots 


euépioe. TOUVTWV OdEV OF vouobEéTat KoAdLovaLW, GAN’ éxelva wdvTas huddr- 


a A 7 , A 
Teo Oar KedevoavTes pdvov ols Gv addnAovs BAabasev, tov idiwv Eevexa 
/ x 3s ¢ 3 ? 2 yA F) X \ N 3 2 A 5 ; 
TAVTWV OVX OTOV avTOVdpmoUS aPHKav, GAG Kal TA Tap adiTav dumKnpéva. 
cD \ 7 
TETHYEVvaL KaL méevey éevréTakay, Kal SwpEeds aKWHTOUS ElvaL Kal TpacELS 
\ 5 ? \ oy» “ A »” Z5 A 2 “A Oe 
kat dvabyKas: Kai et TL TEpt TGV GvTwY EdokE TOLS KEKTNMEVOLS, KAY OVOEY 
“A A iy A 4 fal 
Odedos Exetfev avrots 7 Kav dKodovOy BrAdBos, vopos éotiv. Sev SHrov, 
A \ 
ws ot THY eEovoiay Tavrnv avtols ddarpovpevor Kai THY oiKOVvopay pos 
“\ 7 A 
éavTovs peioTravTes Tapavopovow. 
“\ , 
11.—*AN’ od rods Seordras avrovs, dyo., éxBd\\w rhs éefovcias: 
2 A ‘ o7, s A \ SN S > 2A , S A 
eKelvol yap O71 waar TEOVGCL. — TaVU peVv OvY, OVK EOV pevew Ta SdEarTA 
WEpt TOV OVT@V ators. Kal ToUTw 51) pds apdhorépous apapTavers, ExEivOUS 
a. } ? A ‘\ \ 4 XN N > 7 > “A 
TE TOUS OOVTAS Kat TOVTOVEL TOvS haBdvTas, TOUS pe adElas ATOUTEPAY, 
N A A “\ 
WV aac. Tapéoxov wept TOV iSiwv ot vopot Kat Coou Kat TEOVYKOGL, TOUS 
de \ Ae , 3 , de io A kal , > 
é 70 KTnbev BeBaiws ddaipovpevos, pndev adducodvtas. 7 vopilers ovK 
3 ~ A \ A \ A 
apKely avtots mpos KTiow BeBaiav 76 Tov Tpdmov TovTov AaBovras ExeL; 
, 9 e€ 4 , ? fal ~ A 
Ti ovv, OToTay TUS SuKdlwy, el TLS TOLODTOV Kopilot ypapparetoy, Tots 
3 “A 4 A 4 A 
eKel yeypappévois akodovlets Kai Kvpiov eivar Wndiln tod wpdéyparos, 
? \ AN 7 
kafamep did 76 tpiacOan Tov mpidpevov Kat Tov dhdakdpevov || dud, THY 
3 \ 4 ‘\ N aA , A A 
aporPnv, ovTw Kai Tov Tpotka haBdvra Sid TH xdpwv. émet SetEov 6 yetpov 
> 4 3 b) A A la) Ky 
EKELYMY EV AUTOLS, EL Uy TO Tahalav eivar THY SwpEdv Kal Tors Swpyoa- 
? “A 4 , A A 
Lévous ToAhots mporepov yevéo Oat Tots xpdvois, dobeveotépay TOV vEw- 
lA ec “A ‘\ , A A A 
TEpwov HY Kal Kafdrep (Gov Evdodvar TO xpdvw Kal yypacar 7d Sixatov: 
> \ A A \ @ 4s a A 
ei 6€ ToUT0 ‘yehotor, kal dv ola Oa Kupious pndev éyKadelv Exwv doc repets, 
, \ 4 3 7 ? A 
Tt TOV AwrodUrynv édatvers; KaOdmep yap éxeivos TaAéTpLa apBdvov 
ey 7 A “A « 7 
ahioky. 7 Sei€ov, @ Siadépers: add’ obk av Exors. 
\ A “A ” 14 A 
12.— Kai mds av ein Seondtas aitovs, dno, tpocemety Sv obdev 
é& > \ 3 56 A EA ? 4 3 N LA >. sf 
eCeoTw avtovs amodocGa ovte xapicacbat, ovte aypov odre oixiav 
>_> + A 3 ? A A A 
ovT GAAo TOV dvakeévwv Tots iepois; — ei pev OdV Kal yYwpdV Kal oiKLOV 


12,3. ci—T7 dexviva: cf. Patr. Philothei decretum a.1367 (Miklosich-Mueller, 
1,507). 


10,4 pia: PS 
€Tre 
15 éréragav] rpocéragav P 
F : 
11,5 wept rév iSiwv of vduor] of vdmor wept trav iSlwv P: oi vopot rept Tav iSiwv of 
vopo. S 
13 rois om. S 
14 yepdca P 
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N A LAA ? 5 , t XN 4 , 4 
Kat TOV Gov KTnTEwY OeoTOTAS eElvat xpt TovTOVS VvopileY pHTH 
(nt@pev- ort 6€ Kat Tov KapTav Kal TOV TpoTddwr at TOV KTNTApEévOV 
> X “\ 4 i or. A “\ ? “ 3. oA ¢ 7: 4 
évrokat Kupiovs eivar BovAovra: Ta pev eis THY ad’TaV ExacToU xpElav 

‘ Pe > \ ‘ > NL b x 8 / 4 8 , 8 % A bs A 
Ta 0 eis TO KoWOoY avadioxew, ovK av Séor Adyou Sexvivar. dia Tadra det, 

N\ / id 4 . ot a) 3 vO. \ > , 3 “A 
Kat vouous aldoupévous Kai dixava, ouvrnpety évrata rHv éEovciav avrots 

/ UA , 

BHTE apyvpiov eiomparrovras pynTEe TOV xwpiwv dopa. 
3 
13.— "AAG KaKds oixovopodar rHyv éEovoiav, dno, Kai od Kata 

7, A A 
yraunv Tov SedoKdTwv. — ovKodv dikacov dudorépots: Kai haBaov avayvolt 

A “ 3 , , , A A A A 3 fal 3 a) - 
nev Tovs éxelvov vopuous, Cirnoov € cal Ta TOV avdpav axpiBel Bardve, 

A 4 , s 
Kav evpys Tapavopovvras, Tole. Ta TOV SuxagTay. Ti ovv éxeivor; pndev 
3 \ “A > , ? 3 \ A 3 >A 4 A 3 
abrot Tov adiKovvTwv TapaKEepoaivorTes, GANA TOUT avTO pOvOP, Tots NOUKN- 

4 \ > #693 , > \ b) , a3Qn , A 

uévous TO Tap’ éxelvov amevexOev avrixabiotdvtes, ovdev mrEéov CyTobor. 
“A ka} 
Kai ov Tolvuv av wapacKEevdoyns aideio bas Tovs VépoUS TOV oiKiTTAY, 7 TEl- 
a , > , ‘ , SRL ® Q . 97 N 
cas % Buacdpevos, amahdarrov pndev LapBavor' ti yap mpbs Ta Sikaia Td 
A A , e LS 
LapBdvew, pardrov S€ 7Hs ov Todreuel TO TOV StxacTav oXNpaTL, OY TAS 
al , 4 A Cy “Q 
xeipas Anupdrowv etvar det Kalapds; Kai ovmw 7d xElpov Eimov- Kal yap 
A @ ‘ 
Cavr@ mepimiarers Kal Tols devyovor TOV GodiKnudTaV vTép WV avToUS 
> la S , , dé “A SN A “A , 3 
éhavvers Kowavos yivp, \auBdvev & haBelv mapa rv Sodvar Kupiwv ovK 
> , \ , X , 3 A , > A \ 
émerpdans, || kai ravry tas SiabjKas Gdicav KaOdmep éxeivor. Kal Eouxas, 
@ A A , 
Sc’ Gv éxelvous pev KwhvErs Ta TOLAvTA KaKoupyely, cavT@ dé cvyxaipers, 
b) A A ‘ ? a A 2 A > Q A 9) , 
ov TQ plot THY oVyplay Tols TOAMOOW emiTipay, AAG TH OPddpa TeEpLE- 
, A , N A A 4 Oe AON 
xecOar wove cavt@ Bovr\eoOar To mpaypa THpELY, WaTEP OVOETLW AAAOLS 
H vpty e€ov dducecy. 
A A S 
14,— ANN ovdey Spotdv, dyow, TO yap Tadra movely Exeivots peEV 
iO A > ea de > 2 , “ A , e a. 3 5 4 A 
Gduety eo, Huty dé ovKért, KaOaTEp Kal TOV KTHTEWY NYTWoOdV aTrod0T Fat 
A A “A A ” 
TOV LEepOV avToIs eV TOLS KapTroUpévots EyKANMA YévolT AV, TOLS APXOVTL 
2, 
dé €Eeore, Kal yap émiTpEeTOVTWV [eV EKELVOV OVX GLAPTAVOVT LW ATOKTOPEVOL, 
A \ Ss , 
yuh) TOOTO Se TovovvTewv ore KipLov av ely Td TeTpaypevoy Kal adrol diKas 

A , > , Y A 4 % > >) A 

Tots vomots Odethovoww: Sep Svoiv TovTwy TEepiparvys amddergts, TOU TE 
A » 
Tovs apxovTas Tots lOidras pH TOV avTaV vmevOdvors eivar TavTaxod, 
A A A A A 4 

Kal TOD TAL TOLS VITO THY GpXV ws av cvvevéyKas Soxodat xpHaOat povous 
5 5 s 
elvat Kuplovs. — Kai pny SédeKxra. Tov Kowdv éemysednras elvar Lovov 
¢ A yf 3S 4 A ¢€ A A de > N al aN b) rr 
buds, idia 8 Exacrov Tdv éavrod. Tatra dé ov KOLWa THS TOdEWS, a 
éviwy Kat ots éxelvor mapéoyxov, ei 8 Sri Sixdlers avrots Kat Te dvaTier Gar 

A s wn 
Sefjicay 76 ypapparetov Kupots, dud TodrTo pepirns elvat TOV OvTwY avTOLS 

A , > 4 “ 4 
dfvots, Ti un mhoas Twepiépyy Tas oixtas Kat Xpvoriov exhéyy Kal hopovs 
, ‘ “ 4 

TtOns rovrous Katvovs; Kal yap daace SiuKdlers Gpotws Kat TOVS KELmévous 
e ? 4 , ? > “A La! ? 3 - 
éxdorous vopous o@lew Kehevers, KdV Tats ToUTLKALS KoWwviats erubnpiln 

A , > A > x, LANDS 3Q?7 “ t e , > 
Tols ovpBodrators, ob Taow, add’ dOev ovdev ddixnua Kal ois 6 Vdpos Ov 


14,4 kal — dvroxropevor cf. Iust. Nov. 46c.1; 54c.2; 67c.4; cf. Nov. 7c.7; dipl. 
Esphigmen., nro 21 lin. 19, edd. Petit-Regel, Viz. Vrem., XII (1906), 


app. p. 43. 
Q sé8exra cf. 10,1sqq. 


13,16 BovrAcobar secludendum puto 
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A > , A , XN A e A ea 4 
qohepet: Ti ouv wA€ov ev Tots Ppovturrnplots Kal Tots tepots vuty Lert 
TTOLELV; 

“A 2 “ 3 , 
15. — "Or. rods pev adddous, dyoiv, év tats Kowwvias THY déuKlav 
? , 4 b) , de \ “ , 3 t 
g@vvdtrecOat Kedevopev dvov, Tapa TovTwV dé Kal TO Tupdéepov év ois 
, aN 
oiKOVvOopLovaW GTraLTOOMEV EK TAVTOS THOT, TOUTO O€ yévoiT Gv ov diKaTTOV 
adda SeoroTav. — kal pv Kai 7d BAdarov Tots Ta adTav olkovopotow 
ot deomdtar cvyywpotvres: ovK ddiKodat Gol Sé Tpds avTOvs TOUTO TroLELY 
XN 
ovk éfeoriv, ddda Kav év ols éavrods éx rv Sixalwv adedoicr 7a od || 
lA , > a) , A 5 a) ¥ ? \ , A 
Brarrwor, kwdvew ovK Gv TOALHTALS. THs OUY GV Eins KUpLos; Kai TL TATA 
A 2 7 
éyw; oxéar TO ypappareiov: tis 6 mumpdoKwrv éxel; Tiva Seikvucr ‘yeve- 
s 4 
cOat Tod wempapévov Seordryv; ovk avrovs elvar Tovs KTyoTapévous 
‘ 9S A , 3 , 3 A A A A 
dyotw, eita TooovTov AaBovTas apyvpiov éxorHvar tots KataBahovar Tod 
2 Q “ SN 3 A 3. UN A $3 a b) Yd A 
KTHaTOS; Kat od dé avrots Taira paprupeis, ev ols erubndily tots 
A 3 
TETPAYLEVOLS* OV Yap TavrTov Elva KUPLOV OVOE ALTOS TUTpaoKELW, GAN 
@ = \ € A > A “A A ‘4 vA b) 4 A e e 
ovToL, dys, THY EavTaY oikiay H THY yopay Kah@s amédovTo Kal ws ot 
4 ? Q A \ A x39 CA A , a 3 
vouor Bovdovrar, Kat det THY rpdow éppdc0a, Tatra ypddes-: ols ov 
OL > A 399 3 4 A ‘ A A , 
ixatos ef rodepetv ovd émdavOdver Oar cavTod Kai TaV GavTod Whdar, 
€ 4 , , C4 ‘ ‘ A , > A 4 “ 
Gvdrav dén hapPavew. drt yap wept Tod ovpdépovtos avrois Suadéyn Kal 
, ? \ , N “ > ‘4 A A A 
dudatrecOar Kedevers 76 BrdrTov, od pev émitpdTHV TWdV H SiKacTOD, 
b) , A A > 4 5 3 \ a, A , 
ov Seomérov, mpaypa mots: éxetvous dé ovdev Kwdrver ToT Seomdras 
Ss 
eival. 
16.— Ti otv ovix éd’ éavtdv, dyor, tatra wparrovow, elye Ta adTov 
, > SN A A A 3 , , sf? Y A , 
mpartrovow, adda del THs Tov dpxdvrav yuopns é&darew; — Gri TOV KTH- 
TEWV TOVTWY Kai Gdovs taXoVTL KOLVaVODS, TOUS EetT ETOmevoUS emt TOV 
> A , 3 A 3 A ¥ ‘4 e 4 > ‘ . “A 
GUTOV TpAayLaTwWY: ov yap avTots Edocav pdvov ot Sdvtes, GANA Kal TOTS 
Mer avTovs Tact TO xpdve, Tas avTas Mev oiKHoOoVoW oixias, Blov Se 
\ 204 9 5 , Y > 2 N ¥” A a , 
TOV avToV Eemideromévors. BOev dvadyKy Tos Apxovras Tuvopay, ols peer 
TOV VOoROV Kal TOV SiKaiwv, pH Ou’ GV ovTOL TOLOtCL, THY TUVOLKiaY TeEpt TAS 
3 , 7 “ ‘ > , A SN , e 4 ea 
evTropias Bdibavres, Tos KoLWwVOdS GdiKHO WoL, av ev yap Tis abTOV atph- 
tat Brarrew, od Tod apxovTos KwAvew" Grav Sé Kai mpds GAdovs H BAGBY 
A ,7> \ 9 , ‘\ A \ \ > A , 3 , 
Xopt}], TOT HOn Kat ddixia 7b TpAdypa Kai Tov dducobvra Kohdlew avdyKy 
Tov SukaarHY. Oud, TATA TOUS KapmTOvs } Bovovrat Saravdvres, cvvTHpodar 
“ > XN ¢ A > 3 “A 4 a4 3 A A aA c 4 , 
TOUS GYPOUS WS GV OVK avTOLS MOVOV OVTAS, AAG Kal TOLS ErrEeLTA THPOULE- 
VOUS, Kal TapyUpLoV ciompatrTovTEs Tapa TOV TAS oikias picbwoapéerwr, 
avras ovte Kafapodow ote Kataminre éGow ote TUTpdoKOVoLW ovTE 
> rd 3 > + - > , 4 , A \ 
apetBovow, adr’ et Twos TOUTOY | avayKyn ‘yévouro, paptiper Oat Set rods 
TQ KOWG TodLTEVvopevous Dyas Kal Secxvivar wavraydbev, ws év ols ovTwS 
3 A \ , 9 2 A 2QA bs’ 3 A ¥ a 
olkovomovow, Tovs pepitas ovK ddiKodoW, ode TA adTav ai€ovres, a 
KOwWG pos Ekeivous xElpw ToLodcL. Kal TODO’ of vduou KEehEevoveL, mpovola 
A , A 
TOU Ly TOS amdvTas bd TOV TApdYTwY ToLS Tpaypagw doiKEeLoOaL. TOU- 

bs iO “A 4 > de , 2 , de ‘ , 

Tovs yap adiKetoGar pev ovdev Kwver, dmoKpoverOar dé trHv BAGBHv 


16,2 ris — earrev cf. testimonia ad 14,4. 
18 vouor Iust. Nov. 46c.1; 67c.4; cf. Nov. 120c.6.2. 


16,8 ddicjcovow S 
18 xeAevovaw S 
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> , A SN “ ¥ , 
duynxavov. Tov pev yap et tis Brdaroe Sixdcacbar Suvapévav 7 méwirew 
“ 4 ¢€ “ e aA ral A 
TOvS Ypaibouévous, @S av avTots dpKovvTwY Tots SiKacTats od TOAAH ppo- 
‘“ > 3 Fd la) A 
ris, Gadd’ ef tis adouxety Soxot, Sixas pev elompdtacbar Bovdopévors 
3 , > , ‘\ fe) A 
dpivovow, avexouévovs S€ obk évoxhodow- of S€ pire wapetvas Svvavrat 
, A ‘ > A , 
UATE youv Tovs adiKobYTas émiywadoKEL, TOUTOLS EK TAaVTOS TPOTOU TPOS 
a 5 €L , rf) A a x ” <5 A : ” A e 
t wavra Bonbotow: ofa tovs ért taidas wotodow, ols ovTe (Gow ol 
, > 3 > , ‘ 
TeKOvTes ovT amedOdvres Tovs émipednoouevous KaTéALTOV. TOvTOLS ‘yap 
yOe A A ” 8 ‘ ‘ e d , > \ / b) \ , ‘ 
ovde VoD TuXOdoW ETL dua THY TNAtKiaY GYTL TAaVTWOV avTOL YivoVTAaL, Kat 
“ ‘ > de 2A , a XL oA > A , “ de DS > A 
TOUS MeV OvdEY EOOL TPATTELW 6 wt) AY avTOLS TUVEVEYKN, TOUS OE TA AUTOV 
ei TUXOL AU g LV GQUTOL [LT) ME d€ yaXerrai hv 
x. [LALVOMEVOUS, KGV AUTOL py péupavrar pnde KaeTaivwot, KwAV- 
& , A lal 
ovew otro. Tdoy onoVvdy Kal Sikas elomparrovet Kat Tots wveto Bai TH 
, A EN > ~ > N , yy , > 
Bovdopévots THv SvT@v avdtois avroi SiahéyovTat, Kav TIS AaOy TL Tap 
7 A XD) “A “ bal , ‘ a 7 bal A 
avTav 7) Tpotka KaBav Hh mpiapevos 7 TOD ApXOVTOS KEAEVTAVTOS 7) TWV 
lal “A a A 
Sixacrav 7) Trav dpovtiatdv ofs avrot Ta TOV véwv erérpafay, aKupos 
* «@ ” ¢ / \ Q , A A , »” 
obros Gv é\aBev, ot vouot daci, Kai mpds ye, ToD aBely xapw Eb Te 
Saravnoas érvyev, do\vs. Kai pepiras mpooddwv Et TwWés Ei avTots 
kal KTHCEWY BVTWOVODV KoWwvol, Kal Sel Te TovTwY dpelBeW 7H peTa- 
, A , 28 8 Eg A A S \ 
oxevdley } murpdoKew, émt tovs apxovtas Badiivrar } Tovs ducacras 
A “ > , \ \ 3 a A 3 A e 3 3 -N 3 “A 
i) rods érurpérovs Kat Thy éxeidev idov dvapevotow, ws ovK efov avTots 
ép’ éavtdv tavri Stouxely. || Kattos Kiprot yé elo THs KTHTEWS TOV VEWV 
yoe ae INN. ¢ ‘ X , @ nO , S 3 , € a , 
ovdey HrTov, GAN iva py AdOwow HOuKyKOTESs TOUS GpUvELY EAUTOLS HHTO 
Suvapévous, ws dxipous eis evOivas 6 vopuos jyayer’ & 87 Kai TovTOUS 
mowbo mept dv h vovi SiaduKcacia, oftws tuiv odx ws oixéras Seomdrais, 
5,7 xpi) Spav wept Tov tpwetepwv Epwrjoorres, GAN’ ws StkacTais Tpoviac, 
, / 3 4 3 5) EA ‘ o \ , “A aA v 
un Te AdOwow aduxnoavres: GAN OVTE TOUS OLKATTAS TOUTOV 1 TOV aN\A@vV 
\ 4 , a \ 14 “A A a , ” 4 
wept dv Suxdlovow, oire o€ Sermérnv TobTo Toul. & Toivyy obTe otKobev 
A a “A , 
exrijow ovte yrouy TOV KTnTapévwr ovM ols Exeivor TApETXOV, OV VOMOS 
lan) ~ ~ A ~ ~ 4 
éxérpee La Petr, ob 7d THs apXHs TPaypa, THs OdK AdiKEls ahaLpovpeEvos; 
> A lal e A A 
17. —’AANG rols ddypnuévors Kadds xpGpat, Pyor, Kal as dv avrots 
? of / de \ \ , > > “\ e ] vA 5 
ocuvevéykn. — xt: Ti d€ mpds TOV Adyov; Ei EV Yap WS OV KaAWS dLOL- 
knodpevos aiztay éd€éxou, Kav eixétws tovrous avrterifers Tovs \oyous: 
vov 8é devyets rod KaKGs amoorepeiv Kai Sixas Exes ws adikws ins 
Xr lA A 4 3 aN A Aa 93 r 4 , A XN 3 x ? : 
apBdvov: mas ovv akddovOoy TO eyKAypate TavTHY ToL] THY aToAoytay; 
A ‘\ a N XN ‘\ 
xabdrep yap S00 tatta mpdypata, xwpis pev To haPety KXwpts d€ TO 
A N ” , 5 ? N 3 A rf] 2 r , 8 A de / 
xphoba, Tov toov Tpdmov dvo peév evredOev EyKAjpara, OuTTHS O€ dpovtioas 
A “A fal , 4 » 4 , 
Set ris doXoylas: od S€ motets TapaTANoLoV wWoTEp EL TUS ddévov pevyov 
5) a ‘al cal , \ \ 
as pev Kabapas exet TOD picous TAS XELpas ovd’ eizeiy Eppdvrure, TOAAG OE 
XN - A SX , ¢€ ¥ lal 3 aA 3 , 3 
rept cwppootvns SiarexOels, kal Sei~as ws ely THs aperfs apvypevos ets 
oe y A , e A \ om” r . N \ \ A S , 6 4 
dcov é€eott Theta TOV, Mew TYELTO TO EYKANPA’ Kal yap Kal TAUTA OVO Ka. 
al 4 lal al \. ‘\ \ , 
mep éxelva, kat ovk av dmodoylas SenBein puds. onpetov de’ Kal yap Oarépov 
, ‘ ” , 
Avopévov Odrepov péverv ovdev KwAvEL. PEPE ‘Yap, EL TLS XpNUaTa awecv\n- 
~ ~ A A 3 7 
KOs } Tov iepOv } TOV BwtiKdy Terpatais 7) AyoTats EXOPHYNTEV, # # & 


16,36 pepirar PS 


n 
17,2 cvvevéyxor S 
14 lacunam proposui 
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\ * , ? 
ovK audotépors ddether Sixnv, rap’ av re Udeidero Kal ols erébero Sarravy- 
\ 
gas; TiO av of ceovdAnpévor Tas Sixas ddGow are, Kader TL TOUS TETO- 
S N »¥ A . 
heunpévovs apBavew; Kai ris Gv elrrou; || was ody 7d Sykhnwa Ev Kal 
pias atrodoyias Sedpevov; 
a 
18. Ei 8 dr. ravra AapBavovor Kai ols xpGvrat, Sua tovro év elvat 
A 4 “\ \ 3 4 4 Q\ 3 a 3 ~ Q 
TavTa vopilovar Kat THY amodoyiav Oarépov Kai dudorépots apKely, Kal 
“4 3 , F \ - A > , fa) s XN ~ 
TO avaTrahw ovyxwpHnoovet Kat Kadarzrep TOLS GOLKWS AaBotow asd Tov 
4 A 4 3 Q A “A - ? 3:8 A “A 
xXpncacbat KahOs, ovTwWS GTO TOU KaAaS KTHTATOaL yévolT GY Tots KAKOS 
A A - 
Xpnoapeévors azoXoyia, Kai 6 Tots avTod Kata Tod pydev HOiKNnKdTOS 
- 4 a Y id 
Xpynodpevos, et ToUT avro Seifou pdvov, mnTE apmdoas TA XpHpata pyre 
\ 3 > 93 nw a wv 5 \ 3 , 35 3 A PS) an 
TETVANKAS, GAN’ Ex TOV Oixaiwv Exov, ovdev HOikyoev ev avtots Sixacrats: 
\ 
Kat tov avdpoddvov S€ ddycovow aitias dmdons, damodetavtra TH 
A A 4 
paxatpay 7 Tov ddovov eipyacto TATP@OV aAVT@ KTHpA Kal ws ovodev 
Gducjnoas éxrnoato. Kat ovTws atoméTaTOV TWA Kal KaLVOV dikns TpomTov 
avayKn tais Tovtwv Yydous éxduevov ovyxwpeiv. add’ obre vouos TadrTa 
3 f 3 X + a, ¥ ~ ~ > a 3 QA 3 a 
évédwxev ovdeis odte Plats ovrEe TGV TovNnpdv avOperuv oddels érddwnoeV 
Tt TOVTOUS GVAXWPHGaL TOUS Adyous, GAN’ av GA@ Tes TOs OVO TAPAVYOMLWS 
La 3 ‘\ ~ , 4 3 Y “A 4 4 + 
XPNTApEvos, ov MEPL THS KTHTEWS ElTEV OvdEeV, KdV ETEpos Gmws ~aPev 
5 A y 3 Q va 3 4 b) 30 > N ¥ ¥ 
ATALTNTAL dikny, ov THY damdvnv atpouBadero, GAN Gy ovoev evhoyov €X7) 
héyew virép Ov eyKaeitaL, Tots vouots UmayeraL TLWTOY. 
ry , 
19, Ti odv bpets, 6 unre Edida€ev ovdels oddSéva, od VOLOS TUVEXOPNTED, 
3 XN 3 4 + $ 73>+e€ > A e + 4 X\ 
ov dixaors, ob movnpss avOpwros eOdppnoer eimeiv, ds eddoydv TL Kal 
M as a X A X 3 yd + € , 
Geuvov mpotoxerbe; EhaBes mapa Tod pndev HounKdTOs, eiTe dpmacas 
eire dmroddpevos 6 mpotka TapexeLy EXPHV; OVKODY HOLKNKAS. EXpHow Kaos; 
Oe \ 3 a ¢ 3 Ps - ? Bd e , de A .Y 
ovdev pos exelvov, Ews ov Sei~ers Cyuias a&vov yuaprynkdra pydev. Ta ev 
AQ , @ 3 , 3 , A > Q > A Q 3 A 
yap xpyara ws nodiknoas éyKahyoeev Gv ovdels, éxeivor 5é aduKodvTaL. 
kat dvdpamodov abrdv ei AdBows Kal Urov, éxelva pev od Tapavounoes 
” \ , A 4 ‘ >” , . og A 
aywv Kat Tpépwv KarOs, TOV bé map ov \apPBavers, Kal mavu' Kav diw- 
KOVT@V éxelvov THY OiKkovomiay adtds mpotoxy, TAs UHdous ovTE dyEtvoUS 
cavT@ | TOUTES Kat yéedwra sprAjoes Tapa voUV ~xovat OiKacTats. ret 
- X - Q > 3) 50 ee - - tAAd A > nn ¢ 0 
TU ETL K@AVEL LH AVdpaTrddwv Kai tmm@v pdovov, GANG Kal av’ToV darec bat 
TOV TYLLWTATWV, Kal yuvaLKOS Kal Taldwv ATOOTEPELY, WS KaAALOV avrot 
madevorovres Kal xpnodpevol, Kat pry Kat oixiay Kat iudriov aarav Kal 
XN > 7 > Q € A 3 QA 4 4Q , > 
THY ehevdepiay avriv, as av adrol codmrepov Kat Avotrehéorepov oiKovo- 
, 3 Q A 3 A “A 3 Q 3 > + ~ “ san “A 
HYGTOVTES avTOUS | ExELvOL OAS avTOvS; GAN aroma TavTA Kat oVoEV q 
yéxXws Kat Ajjpos. 
20. Ovixoty dwé tot xpjocacbar Kadds atohoyia mos Td aPetv 
iP) , 3 3 5 \ Q -, »¥ e \ A ya QA A 
ovdeuia, GMX avTo 76 AapBavew oixofev ws pera TOU SiKatov Kat ToD 
, 4 PY aA } A , be \ é , e A 3 A 
vomov yiverat det€ar det, TovTov dé pr) evxPévros, Gpodoyety aduKety. 
oKxéar yap Tovs ddixovs dravras avOpaémovs Kal puapods, Tovs ToLYa- 
pvxovs Tovs TuLBwpvyxous Tors hwmodvras, ots pupiwy KaKav oi vojLoe 
“~ e asQN Ye 3 A 3 A A \ ? sQer a 
TILGTW, WS ovdEY ETEpoV éyKaovow avTots, 7 TO LapBdvew ddikws Kal 


20,1 ovtkovy PS 
a ¥ B 


A f a a “a 
2/3 pera rod Sixatov Kal rod vopov yiverar] pera rod SiKxatlov yiverar Kal Tod 
vouov P 
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Jas es ‘ / 23 , . ‘ , 2 A 7 A 
Tapa TOVS VOLOVS, KaL OV aruvOavovrat THY damravyp, €l TA KPNPATA TWV 


3 , 3 , 4, aA 

noucnuevov eis Séov avddwoav, as ovdemias éxetOevy avvayopévyns aro- 

Xo , 3 A 3 Ar’ A ‘\ b' A .3 , “ , 4 ‘\ 
yias avrots. GAN’ dv Ta oa TadTa ioxVvon. Kat Kipia ‘yévynTal, ToVNpoOV 
‘ A“ > , , A : 

bev TOV dvopdTwv TovTwV obderV, TO KAKOS adatpEelo Oar OnpaivovTa OVOV, 
4 \ sO 4 4 le) 4 A 

vomov d€ ovoev Epyov, wéxpt Tod hapBadvew Tas dixas dpilovTos avrots, 


“\ A A BS , , 
Suxaorai Sé THs ev Tovypias Tavryns ovK amaiTHTOVTW EvOivas adr, 


a SN be , A 

5 poets éxédevoce vdpos, TV olkovoplay (ytnoovoew axpiBet Bacdve- 
EN ‘ ‘\ 3 4 Ly 

Kav pndeis eehéyyn movnpay civa, Kat orepavdcovor. mavTws dé ws 

A 3 , ‘4 

Kards dvdocay kat Sedvtws odk amophoovat Aéywv, ols welvoveL, Kal 
\ 4 , ae 
mov Kat mévytas SetEovow ols indriov mapécxov Kai apTov Kal veEews 
4 A 
Koo poupévous Kal iepéas tmép evxav Kat Ovoidv picOovpévous Kai AVXVOUS 
. A Aw 3 : S n~ 
év rots iepots tm’ adrav upévous, oluar S€ xai eiagdopas év TG Kow® Kat 
A 3 , SN AM? ¢ 4 , - 3 N 
Tetxav avopbacers Kai ToiadO’ Erepa. Ti piapwTepov TYLBwpvxXwv; adda 
\ , 3 <6 , : > , , A b iO a + 
Kat Tovrous éxeOev mpoddcewr evrropia TohAy. TAS yap adiKodpEev, Pac, 
a Oe Ao ov Nd ‘ oni , 2 OA , > AS no 
os ovdev HON S¥vaTat BAATTELV; TO O ipATLOV ELK] KELMEVOV Els TOUS KPHOVAL 
5 , {5 A Ne , LS A 3. oA ‘ z8 ‘ 
a €l X@PELY. Kal sspoohostaure Tavra épet’ Ti yap ede, pyct, 
Tapa TO | pnoev Seopeny TO xpucioy éav, mewavras avOpwTovs wept 
opavras; ovKouv (ntrnoov, Kav pev AaBys amd TOUTwWY Tpupavra, Tas éo-xa- 
rais imdyaye Sixass’ ei S€ dprov Kal TOV avayKatoTdTwV EuavT@ Kal Tots 
, 
réxvous éppdvrica, Kat OV xwpls avdyKn TeOvavar, Ti Sewov elpyacpaL, 
oe Oo JOEL nO SOKA > 7 5 , A SEL! \ A 3 39 A 
U Ov ovdels HOLKNTAL, OAOKANPOY oiKkiay OiaTwWOAsS TH TOAEL; KAL TAVT EPEL 
N yg ‘\ sc , 3 3 E4 3 , A \ A \ 
movnpos amas Kal Tappynovdcerat. GAN OUTE EKELVOUS TAUTA TPOS TO [1 
5 A dt a rd sQN 3 , , * A , 
obvan Sixny dv érddpnoav ovdev aPehjoer, TOUS Te APXovTas Torabra NEeyew 
‘\ ? A \ 3 ‘\ N lal 3 , LA > , L) “ 
Kat oKnare Oat Todd 7d aig xpov, Kal TOV éyKANMATwD OTE Adina avTovS, 
Kat mpooOynkny exer Karnyopias THs éoxXarns, et 67 ToLatra avaoxuyTOvoLW 
a 
a pnodeis roApnore Tovnpos. 

21. *AAN’ évious odtws evAoyos % Mpddacis Soxel, Kal ovtw sPddpa 
tiv dmohoylay ravrnv atpacav, Sore Tods Vomous KaTaTaTODYTES, OVX 
e “ \ 3 N \ ‘\ e AS 3 \ 4 ae. [4 + 
6aov TOS TONUTLKOVS, GANG Kal TOUS iepods avTOUS, OTL TatTa heyew Eua- 
ov Kal pepederh Kart, KaTayedGou TOV KaTnyopwr, Et Tis Deod Kal vopwr 
penvnuevos oéBew Kehever Kai pa) wapavopely, ore S€ avdtots 7) mpopacts 

3 ? SQA \ N >? > ‘ “ , 3 ‘ > ae > , 
ov povov ovderv mpos TAS aiTlas, GANG Kal revd1js. ov yap ev ols iaxupiCovras 
xpijo das Kaas Kal dedvTws & KAaKOS hap, Bavovew, anOy éyovow, adr\a 
RTepEvOL pev Tov OiKaiov Kal TOU vouov; xpapevor O€ TOU ouppépovtos 
dpapravoucw, ovx OTL PH Pounoveas 7d Séov, dainv av, GAN’ ws odK av 
Suvnfetev tov Tpdmov TovToOV Kav opddpa Bovhavras, — coi d€ od doxel, 
ont, TOU ouppeporros TUK ATEN, ov €t TLS AUTO TO KOLVOY wpEXE, umep 
ov Kat voptot cat Sikar kat Suxacripia Kat wdvra omovdaleran; pepe yap, 
dv ravutl ra xphpata pndeis oixade Kopily ynd avarionn mpos THY avTod 
A A A , , 
xpelav pnder, unre TOV iepOy pujte TOV Tos PpovTiaTHplots GVAKELLEVOY, 


21,3. icpots cf. Can.24 Conc. Chalc.; Can.12 Conc. Nic. Sec. ef alii loci per- 
multi. 


ov 
20,8 pydemas S 
17 xat fepéas — prcOovpévovs om. P 
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A , 
dmep av A\aBou, Tetxyos S€ ad TovTwv avopbovpevov ious Kai wodeEptous 
: , A , 
devyovTas Kai Tpdmatoy éaTas Kal TO EOvos puptas amodadov yahhvys, 
# /. \ A A 7 A bE ; é ¢ SN A 8 An Ld 
ETL MELLIN KA TEPL TAY AUTAV EyKaeo ELS; — OTAY Kal TaVTA OvYnOHS, ovTM 
\ 7 ae ¢Y la! A e , ? A “ “\ 
TO TUELEepoV Evp_Es, || 6Tt WoL TOU KEpdovs 7 Cypia peilwv 7odAAG, Kal yap 
A A , ; Sa , 
TO péytotov ay Exes amdddus, cavrov. Sev Tod pev TELXovs Kal THS viKNs 
S A ae 2Q U8 , > A. @ \- 3 \.. 03 , S Bo 
Kat TOV ToLovTwV ovdels pémbair av, av dé Gavrov eipydow, Kal wavy 
a \ s , > 7 F) ? A> > fs! ‘\ , 10 S 
a yap THY TOW avéoTHOAS GvahOoas, TADT ExTHTW TOUS VOMOUS NOLKNKOS 
apotépous, Tov TE TEpt TOV iepOv Keiwevov Kai Tov iStwriKoV. bray yap 
x A , \ of A e A F ‘ \ 4 ? 
Ta TOV hpovTioTypiwy Kai TaAAA TOV iEepav eis TAS KOWAS EXKNS Xpe_ias, 
3 3 , e , Xe / Aas WK Rf ‘\ iO ? ‘\ 
KAT GLPOTEpOV apapTavers Kat iepoovdia TovT Gv ein Kal ddikia Kata 
3 4 A bY x A XN , 3 , \ 3 , p) A 
TAUVTOV: TOV Yap avTav Tov Hedy Te ExBaddeLs Kal dvOpwmovs arocTEpEls, 
ws ap éxeiv@ TE dvaKelméevav Kal TovTOLS OVTwY" OdKODY TO KOLWOV a@de\Hoas 
A fal 2 , 
exetOev, yeévyns evredbev vrdd.iKov eipydow oavrdov. ov yap mpooTycerai 
\ A > ? N A “ 3 A A e ? 
gov Kata Tov éykhynudtov 76 delat ToddOds aT TOV TuapTnLévwY 
3 ? 3 A , 3 , 4 ‘\ > 7 * N 
apehnuévovs, adda Kabamep éxeivov Evexa Kowwdedrs aKovous av Kat 
‘\ 4 393 ~ 4 ‘4 Ne , 2 , 
Synpotikds, ora Sv éxeiva Biads tus Kal iepdovdos Kal apdvopmos. 
99, Ta \ # A i6. \ N 3 7 ~ f 
» Ta yap épya rovvoua tiderat, kai TOV EmioTapeEvoV yEewperpely Ti 
“A 4 a 4 é via 75 > 5 A A > } , ‘ 
av kahécais 7 ‘yewueTpnv; Kal Os oldeyv oiKodopely, TOUTOY OiKOddpOVY Kal 
ovdev Erepov pocepotpev. ov yap ei Tos wovNnpois KpNnoToy TL CvVErETE, 
, > 4 , “A / a A gy , ‘ \. ‘ 
Kat TIS Gmra@vato TOUTaV 7 Wédus 7 TOV KAP Exacra, BeATiw TA TOVNPA’ LT) 
le) > » 
yap otov 76 ovnpoy HTTOV TOVNpOY, El TLWoOS alTLoV eyévero KpNaTOD, GAN’ et 
TL Kal cvpBain Towdrov, 76 ev YOU Heod mpdvorav, xpnordryTos 7eptov- 
aig mpos 76 cvvoicov xphoOar Kai Tots wovnpots Suvapévov, 7d 8e 
‘\ e , 5 N i “ \ \ 
KaKkov, dyno. H tpaywdia, pyndév efvar rrAnv Kakdyv, Kal 
‘ ‘\ sQA A A“ A \ 3? e A , 
Tovs TOAuNTAS ovdEey pahrov TadTa KwADTaL Tas délas brooxelv Sixas. 
3 a \ 3 AN A 4 > / b > 2 A \ w# b V4 e a 
ov yap Ta amo TOV Epywv exBavra add’ ata Ta Epya Tas Undovs Huiv 
A A “a 
Kaddtovs 4 xElpovs trovodot TovTwOY wey Yap Hpets KUprot, éxetvwv Se 
A 
OUKETL. TO eV XpNuatioacbar Sixaiws 7} TovvarTiov Huérepov, 7d § Eis 
N Ud ? A ‘ , A , A , A 
70 Cntovpevov Tédos TeheuTjoaL THY Tpayparelay 7 Brokat, THs Oeias av 
v ie A 
ein xeipos’ Kal dia Todro adwoddoets, dyno, ExdoTw Kata 
A + > A , 3 75 x 7 aA $ v4 
Ta Epya avTov, tis ovx olde || Tv wreovetiay rots ASiunpévors 
e a = 
ws ayabdy éorw aitia peldvav, 7) Ov dmeotépyvrat, Tod Oeod mapéxovros; 
GAN’ ovx 7 KOAaoLS Eorat Sia TObTO ToLs HOiKHKdoW EXdrroV. of Se &SiKoL 
la) iA A A 
TOV papTipwv Oavaro. Tyrikwov cwpov hpiv eiojnveyxay w&yabdv; add’ od 
~ lA > “\ > , , ” \ 4 3 ? 
Tots Kataoddgacw avrovs eioduca ydpw. gor. kal ydpov dbepitwv 
maida yevérBat xpnorov, ddAda rods Tapavopodvras of véuor KohdCovor,, 
C4 > S +-? A 4 A A “ , 3 , 3Q7 
womep ei pndev é€€Bn Tovovrov. 6 S€ ToD Laodd dédvos ov pupiovs adiKous 


22,8 cf. Eurip. Hec. 596. 
14 Ps.61(62):13. 
21 Xaota pévos cf. I Reg.31 — II Reg.1. 


a 
21,19 ris pev vixns Kal rod relxous S 
24 kar’ dpddrepov] Kai duddrepov PS: xar’ S™2 add. manus recentissima, 
culus coniecturam sequor 
22,9 kwdAdoa PS 
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” ‘4 3 “\ id 
évavae hovovs, ov TOvS TOhé“ovs TOvs Guo@UAous, ov KaTéaTHOE TOLS 
e , A 2 \ w¥ 
Efpaiows ro mpdypata, Tov apirtov avti tod movnpotdtov Bao.éws 
> N “ \ 
civeveyKav Tov Aavid, ov Tols iepedon THY wappnoiayv, ov Tots Tov Deod 
4 > 2 “ 3 X E) A l4 AS 
vopots amédwKe THY ioydv, ov TH TOAEL THY EvVOmiay, ov TO EOVvos avbEty 
3 , eg 5 3 4 > , 
éroinoey arav; dp ovv édvv_bn tocovrav ayabdv mAROos Kai péyeBos 
> , XN > , > A 
é£ehéo Oa Tov eipyaopévov; ovdayds, GA’ dvdpoddvos Hy éxeivos opoiws 
XN \ \ 8 A A A 3 , A , a 
Kat wovnpos mapa diuxacrats tots Tooatra dmo\eAavKdot Tov ddvov, Kat 
3 4 \ > 7 \ 
améOyyoKe Sutdnv aitiay KaBav, adrév te dovov Kai Gr. Bacheds 6 THY 
Xr “ Ps) & , » ‘ , 2_N A b , \ A , 
tAnyHV Se€dpeEvos HV. U2) TOLYUY amd TOV ExBaYTwDV TEPL TOV TETpAyLEVvOV 
, 3 2 4 s 
Wndilov, pnd ayod duadevEeoOar tas Sixas Gv wapavopnoas wadedijoat 
\ 93 , 9 a 
moddovs eduvnOns, add’ éxeivous pev ev weToVvOévar, adtos 5€ arrohwhévan, 
\ ‘ \ > 4 A A 
Kat TOUS pev arad\\d£ar kaxdv, cavrov 8 eis yéevvav éuBadrelv. TOs ovv 
> cd \ lA »” 5S , 4 N 
ovk aromov Kat Katayé\acrov, dAdows perv hpdvipov yevéoOas Kai Knode- 
\ N N 
LOVLKOV, TA O€ Eis EavToV Kai TOV Pedy Tapavo“dY TWA Kal avdyTOV Kat 
GvooLoy Eival Kal TOVNpOV; 
23. Kairot ovdé tovro detfar Svvawr av ws Eote TL Tats mo\eoW 
> A 4 3 \ , , SN A 3 oA A ‘\ ‘ 
avTav odedos, Gra parnv PUeipovTar Kal TapavopovoL ELK]: TO EV ‘yap 
N 3 A / \ 3 rd eo ‘ , e “N N 
TAS avTaV TAEoveEias Kal ddiKias, @amEp Kai ddvous ETEpwv Kal KAoTIAS 
\ \ 4 A A 5) 5) 4 XQ \ cd e , 
Kat Tas Glas TOV ToVnpLav, eis ayabdv TL Tov Dedy aye 7 mpdcBer 
Bl a 3 oN 5 A , , XN XN 3 \ > A \ N 
Edyv bv adros éxiotarar tpdmov murteve xpi Kal ovdeis avTEpEl, TO SE 
“ 5 , bd) , \ XN , A , N XN > 
THY orovdaloperny adéreav Kal TO Ovpdepov Tats TOAETL Kal TAS EVTTpPA- 
A A 4 
yias amd TovTwY avTOUS | pnxavacbar Suvyfjvar, Trav advvdrwv. ovre 
yap avrovs eiKos TOAEWS TPOTTHVAL KAAdS TA AdTOY Si@KNKOTAS KAKAS, 
6 yap tov tdtiov otxov, dol, pH KaAaS TPOLOTAMEVOS 
TOS EKKANTLAaS DEot TpoTTHTETAL, THY TE ypadynY TwoTEV- 
, 3 A ? ‘ “\ ‘\ , e “A 4 
réov adnOy éyev, Kai tHv pev Stxatogvvynyv vpovv EOvy 
\ de 10 , > , 4 2. ON / ‘ A 3 > 3 A 
viv Sé ddtkiay rowvavtiov amav, amd peyddwv puKpa Tovey. add’ e&nia- 
9) A A A A 
Tnoev avrovs, oiwat, TO y ex TOO wapaxpypa Soxeiy @deheiv, Ore G7ha 
KT@VTAL Kal TELXN OiKOOOMOVaL Kal OTpaTWTAS Tpépovo’, 6 Tact cv Pai- 
VEL TOLS TOVHpOLS. Ov yap avTHY EdouT av ovdEels aoKITaL THY TOVypiar, 
> 3 + 2QA ean “ , ‘\ A bd S A 
ovr Exoveay ovdey HOd Tots Xpwpévors Kat TOAAD@Y aiTiay OVTAY KAKY, 
3 > »+ “A 3 A A + A A 3 tal A 
GAN’ ort te SoKodv air7 mapaxodovbodv ddedos, 6 Tav éxeiOey SvaxKEpav 
4 > id A A / A N ? \ 
AnOnv épydlerar rots Tokpaou: Kalamep Ayotais Kal ToLxwpvxXoLs TO 
lA \ , \ \ vg \ 3 ‘\ \ @& A \ »” 
Képdos Kal Tupavvots Tpudr) Kal UBpis Kal apxy Kat 6,71 Cyrovor, TOV toov 
Tpémov Kat Tots émi TOV TpaypaTav ExecOal 7. THY wWHEdElY TO KOLVOY 
Soxovvrav did Tov Tapavopety ovdeY ATrELKOS. Eel Kal TOUVaYTLOV, LaTpots 
\ , N , \ A N ea A to A 
Kat vowobérats Kai KuBepryrais Kat Bovdevtats Ta avTay Tovovow Loos av 
e , 7 , a \ s > ee , 3 A A , 
éropérny avtixa BrAaBnv' Kai yap iarpds iaxvos T adaipet To TapaTos 
“A A Bb) ca “A , 9479 @ 4 > 4 N 
}) tpodis doxdeiov } dappaxetov éf @ kabapwrépay evOnoe, Kai KvBe- 


23,4 apoobey cf. 22.6. 
9 cf. 1 Tim.3:5. 
11 cf. Ps.88(89):17; 144( 145): 7. 
15 od yap — 16 xaxév Platonem redolent. 


23,23 icxvos ddaip tod céparos S: fortasse icxvos ddaipes <td> Tod cwpatos 
malim ioydos ddatpei(rat) 76 cpa 
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25 


30 


10 


15 


, ‘ b) Né a 4 3 IX A > ? at 
pynTyns Tovs eumhéovras Cyutot xpyyaow exBadrov Tov adywyipov, Kal 
a > A e ‘a XN 
Bovdevrys Tetxn KataoKdmre Toews HV oiKodopEtY aipetrat, Kai vopo- 
, A A 4 EA “\ la 
Berns Eihos yupvecas éhatrw weToinke Shpov, dv dts av&y Tovs vomous 
\ \ \ , > , ‘\ 3 \ 
Eypapev. add’ ove ToVTOUS Sid TauTNVi THY BAGBY Odh€Opovs TiWas, GANA 
A A ‘\ A al ee lal A la) 
THTHPAS XP WpocermEiv, ovTE TOV amd TOD Tapavopely aV Sel TO KOLWa 
‘\ e 4 \ \ 3 \ 
Kal TH mode KatacKevdlovra SnuotiKdov HynoopeOa Kai ypnoToV. Eb yap 
XN A A , is A A kD A 5 5 A \ > AG ‘4 
Tas Avoireh ets TOV TPALEwV f TOV TEXVOV, 7) TOV GVOPAV TOs 6pOGs KptvELY 
, A > l4 N A 
TO Tuup€epov ETLaTapevovs, a7d TOLOVT@V KEPOOV cig bucOa Kat KpLWodpeED, 
, A XN N \ 3 
ovdev Gv KwdvoL TA TaVTwWY aTOTOTATA OVYKwpELDY, Kat PappaKor Kal éraot- 
A \ “A 3 AN A A 
dov Kat cuKoddvrnv yewpyots Kal Snurovpyots Kai rols émt TOV cEUVvav 
> by , A > A > la , C4 > A & , o , 
EMITNOEVLATOV TOV avTav afidoat WHdhwv, OTe TATA Kepdatver || Svvavrat, 
A ~A VAre - > ~ > N\ A 
Kal yuvatkas tpépovow spotws Kai matdas, Kal iudtiov abrots amd THs 
\ \ SN ? > ‘\ @ 
poxOnpias yiveras kat outiov Kal olknua Kat tmmos Kal oiKérys, ovder Frror, 
A A > , , 
1) Tapa TOV TEXVAY ExElvots EaTiV. 
‘\ - 4 > \ 3 7, 
24. °ANN’ dbomEp Tods pLapods TOvTOUS, btu Tas adTods droAdUvTES 
«a , \ N , ; > A e N , @ A 
av d€ovTar mpds Tov Biov eimopotow, ws 7d cuudépov edpov Kadds 
¢ A \ a > 7 399 A ‘2 C4 \ + / yOe \ oo 
EQUTOLS Kal Tals OiKiaLs OVO Gv Els EitroL, TOV ivOV TpdmOV OSE TOV apxoVTA 
KpwWovpev a0 TOV VEY Kal TOV VavTdV Kal TOV GmALTOV ws ein Kaas 
N ? - 3 5 > N 4 ¢ A ‘\ A 3 v4 
Kat dedvTws BeBovdevpévos, Gd’ ei pev oolwv éavTd THY TOV aPKoLEevav 
A \ A \ “ 
eVvolaVv Kal TH moder THY Edvoutay Kai TOls Vvdpols THY aidd Kal Tots 
e A e A > , 4 aN Ey4 \ LA \ ‘\ 
lepots amact To.atra eduvyiOy, Ppdvipos av ein Kat ebBovdos Kal Ta TOXt- 
N , . 2 @ ‘ N , \ N , > , N 
TUG TexViTHS EL O vmEepBas Tods vduous Kal THY Taéw datiudoas Kab 
\ > ? N @ e Lal x e¢ N 4 \ 
THY ehevOepiay mpodedaxas Gv iyetrat, Kal éavrov Kataoxvvas Kal po7n- 
“\ e > ®& Cy A A > , \ o¢ \ ? \ 
Geis Up av Ee didretobar vais éexryoato Kal dra Kai OTPATLWTAS, KAL 
eA a ” A N A ‘ + A 3 A , 
UTep av Ede vavpaxeiv Kat welopayxeiv Kal Tada Tovey, éxelva mpoeuevos 
\ & 6 , A > + N N AX A , } e A A 
Kal Olaplelpas, TavT EXEL, Kal TO GUVaAAaYpA TOUTO KEépdos HyElTaL, TOS 
> , ‘\ “A ‘4 > \ ¢ “A al ? > \ > ‘\ 3 3 
ov Tapataic. Kal dydds éore pr) Ott TOV Koy SedvTwv oddév EiSas, GAN 
> e \ \ ¢ 4 9» 3 A N A > A A 7 > \ On 
OVO EQUTOV KAL O,TL TOTE EOTW AUT@ TO THS apXns oxXHMA; ov yap Sy 
A , Ol A A 
TAUTA VOMLOTEOY apyYovTwy Epyov vmrép av Sei Kat tov dddAwV adrots 
, , ? \ 4 
pee anavrwv, Xpypara Kal Tpinpers Kal orpardmeda: eet ri Svolcover 
A , a N N A a 
Tov TUpavvev, ois ovdév Pd TOV STrwV, Ot Kat Vouovs Kal Sixaia Kal 
¢€ \ \ , 5 A 7 > > VX A 4 > , > > ¢€ \ 
lepa Kal TAVTA OaTavactW iv amd TOV GThwV icxvowoLV; add’ oi ypyoTol 
“~ > , \ + ‘\ ‘4 A > , ig 7 
TOV APXOVTWY Kat TOVVOLA pn WevdduEVoL TODTO, ToUvaTioY, iva duddéwor 
4 N ‘\ 3 ? , A 
vopous Kat THY avOpaT@ mpérovoay Tols dpxopévors éhevbepiav, TH 
, , “A 
dvvapuw éxeivyv Cynrodar. 
95 K Q ? ? A > , ‘ ., ‘ x € 
* Kat tovTp XElpwv THS apiorns ToduTEias WY TUpavvis’ of pev yap 
e \ A N “\ ? A 
vmep TOU wn AvOAvat Tovs vopous Kal THY édevOepiay KaOvBpicOAvar ra 
4 NY A e 5 > AX A A N & A N B) ? 
OTAG TILMOW, OL O amo TOD Tapavomely Kai Sovodc Oat Tos apyopevous 
e Nt “A N \ A e 4 Ld > , 3 \ 4 
omAiCovrat. Tots wey yap TOV UTnKdwv | OTWS EU TPATTOLEY OVOELS NOYos, 
3 3 > A \ 3, A nA 
GNA ev Tals wept avTav Gpovriow Ta éavtdv mpdtrovor Kat Tpos THV 
[4 , \ \ A A A 
ogetépav dodddeav Kal tas HSovds abrots te Kal tots abrav mace 
A ¢€ >, ¢ S , @ ov 
Xpavrat, ot & drws ed Tomjoaer dv dpyovow éavrods Katatelvovor Kat 


25,4 rois —9 vépous cf. Basil. Magn. Eis tyv apyyy rapowpudy (Migne XXXI, 
389B ); Maxim. Conf. Loci comm. 9 (Migne XLI,775C). 


23,32 76 cvpdépov om. P 
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Tadaimwpobvras Kal Tovotaw ad av adbedeiv Suvyoovrat, wavTaA TOAWOVTES 
SN , \ A 
dud, radra, péyiorov vrép avTav eiddres TA Oixata Kal Tos vdpovs. EKEtVOL 
\ X “ 3 7 A , , lal e Q A 
wev To\AHY evnbeay Trav Oévtav Katayvovres TEptopdow, of 5€ Tacay 
e XN 3 AN > 5 4 5 ‘\ e€ 3 LP ab’ fd lA \ 
vrép avtav émielkvuvtar omovdny, ws ovK éLdv GdAdws ovverTavat THY 
‘ XN “ , 
apxiv Kat a@lerba Tovs apxopévovs 7 Tobrov dyopévous TOV TPOToV. 
A > \ 3 ? Pa) , > A 4 2 oN e > A 4s Q . 
aTpOTov pev yap év tovT@ StvaiwT av Sep eioiv ws GANOAs Elva Kal py 
aT \ ‘\ Lal B , > , Bi TAA 4 > Nt] ? »” 
pos TOV Tov BooKknpdrwv éxrimrev Biov, dddd péevey avOpawrovs ovTas, 
? 
héyou mpocdpia Kal yrduns avrovopia, xpwpévovs Kad@s, & qovet TOV 
dvOpwrov' tov yap obra Cdvrav ovre NOiknoe TOV Teas OddELs Odd GAO 
XN 2 2Q7 , 7 A 4 > 14 4 
Tt movnpov érodApnoev adixkm wae Sovretwv, TOV VomwV EipyovTwV, OTEp 
> \ CH \ X 14 a 3 rot N Bi 4 A oe 4 > +. 
éori Cav Kara Adyov, ovr Hdiknrat Kai Biarov emafer ovdev, OTEp EoTLV 
éhevbepov elvan. 
26. "Eveira w&s Kai ovorain Twohireia THY apxnv, Kal Hv od peT 
> , LP eat A 2sQA 3 , ed s3Q> ¢ , A 
éhevbepias é&éarar Cov, hs ovdey avOparors torov odd Gudtyov, Kav Xpv- 
cov eirns Kav wEOpa yijs Kav Tas éoxdras Tyas; avdyKn yap TOV Tot- 
avrnv dvpnpnpévov apxnv 7 wavras Kaeipfavra typety Kal modvopKely 
KaOdmep toheutovs TOS UT XEipa, } piKpOV aviévTa Tacav GOpdov azrohé- 
oa. THY apxny, Tavrov Thy Sovdeiay éxrperopévor. ei S€ Kal pevotow 
eipydpevor, Tt Xprjotpor yévow7 av i adrots 7) odiow adrois 7} TG KoWwg; 
> XN \ 4 “A € A 4 > > 63 ? A » 
ei yap poets ora THY avToU KUpLos, GAN EKKElOETAL TOLS ApXoVo’ 
xphoba, 6,7. Bovdowro, Kav Tod Kowod pdvov éxetvor prno fda, evbds 
Sejoe: mévras epi Tov dvrov Sediévas Kal Tpéper, tis baep Tov Krncac Bat 
? ¥ 4 e 
xpvotov movie, tis Snusovpyds tis yewpyos tis Eumopos, cidas, ws 
¥ , 2 , A \ x , 2 , ? a“ A 
dddous wavra épydoerat; mds Se kai codiav Tus aoKjoe revig cvldv 7 
, 
TAKTUKO, pedETHOEL Kal vopous eloerar Kal oTparryias | pabhnoerat 
Jecpovs; 1débev Sé Kai ai Kowal mpdc0do1, TavTaxod wevias KpaTovons; 
Sia Tatra tots voby ~xovor TOV apxdvrwv Epyov évopioOyn pera Tod 
bY , \ 3 , A > , ry , ,¢ de 2 da 
ucatov THY édevGepiay Tots apxouévous Gvharrew Kat iva pndoev EuTroowY 
A A “\ 
A mpos tavryv rais médeow, ote olkofev Kal Tap EavTav, ovTE Tapa 
A 4 3 , > , > , A A A hé 
tav eEwbev évoxovvTav, adupotépwv éppovTicay TOV KaLpwV, TOV TOAE- 
uov Kat Tis elpivns, Kal mpos pev Tods TodEeplous Tein Kal Sma, TpOS 
A A S 
Sé rods oixelovs Suxacras Kal vopous e€edpov. THs ov OK GTOTOV Kal 
aKa, ods iva pydev Ff mapavopov Kat Blasov émriler Oar Set Kat Tadda. 
A A “ 
mapackevdler Oar, Tovrous amd Tod mapavopelv Kai Bidleo Oar Tovs apxo- 
3 e 3 
pévous omdiler Oar; 
A , 
27. Ilapa mdvra S€ radra mpos Ta TpdypaTa cvyKexopyo Ow Svvac Bai 
\ N ‘ \ \ ? “A e , 3 A ? > > 
Tt Kat Tov Oedv, Kai pr) wdvra THS Hperépas éEnprijcOar codias, ahd 
elvat ru rats wodeot Kal Tapa Tis éxelvov Tpovoias, baTE TvverTavar Lev 
A S ® , 
Kai Kahas exew ols éorw ebvovs, SiapbelperPar Sé ois amexOdverar, ei 
A A A A A , 
81) rodro murrevers, TOS GOK Kal igporvhdv adedeiv vopiles Tas rohets, 
> \ ~ ? A A e al +5 AM 4 e , 
ei pt) THS yrapns Tov Oedv HY} Kowwvov, Kal, 6 dnow oO mpoPpyrys, 
e 4 > ? > - QM 3 ? a A e A > aN 
brédaBes dvoptarv; dkovers Tov “Avaviav, a TOY LepwV arréhavoe: 
A A A A “A 
rov Xapph: Tov “Hret- rods éxeivov raidas- wi wavra éxeiva, pdOos; 7 


27,7 Ps. 49(50):21. 
7 rov ’Avaviay — 8 qaiSas cf. Acta Ap.5:1-5; Jes.Nav.7; I Sam.2-4. 
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, 4 “ A 3 3 l4 3 e ld “ A e A 3 , 
Whdouv KUpios Kal vuY ovK avTdos EoTLW 6 TOTE TEPL TOY iepOY ExeEivoLS 
ea 4 b) A A 
duxcdoas; 7 peTéyvaxev, éf’ ols éxelvuv KaTaKEexelpoToVynKEe TOV GVOpPaV; 7 
A Ds , , N N , \ 3 , A 3 A e , 
TOV pev Katéyva Odvarov, wé O€ POavydoe Kal éraivéoe: TOV adTaV UmeEv- 
»” , y0e A »” 3 \ , Y de BN A > A 
Ovvov dvta; TovTwY ovdev Gy eEizron TLS, Et wT) palveraL, 6TaV O€ Td TOD YworH- 
LA e ld , 3 4 A 
pos evOupnOa, dru TOV GdA@v amavrav dpaprnudtwv Adyows amaywv, Tots 
4 A \ 3A 
TO iepov dduKHoacW ov Tapyverev OVS THAreye pdvov, GAA Kai érHrOev 
; > A “ A 
Opy, Kat éemumer av Kat paoriéas e€€Bae Tod Tewévovs, exetvo dnl xphvar 
A \ ¢ 
morevev, Oavpactiy tia dixnv Tots iepoovAots amoKeloOaL, Kat oa 
, 
TOV Tovnpav ovdevi. TovTO Kal émt Tod Xapyh onpavar Bovddpevos, 
4 , \ e 4 
HeapTEev 6 Lads, dnow, dpaptiav pmeyaryy, THY ieporvdtav 
ovTH KahOV. 
28. “Eort totvey b7d Tob Oeod purovpevov amodaboal Te xpnorov TOV 
2 A 4 , > aA A \ A “A A iol 
avTa@v TovTwv mpaypatov, ds & puretrar Kal Todepetrar, Tov idtov 
4 A A , F “ , “A ” 5 ‘ de x , 9 2.8 A 
EVEKA 1 THS TOALTELAS; KAL Tis GV EltroL; TOUS bE TAEOVEKTAS OVK Emi TOD 
lA l4 3 - A 3 \ N Q Q A , 
Bé\Novtos povov avayKy Svotuxeiv, d\Ad Kal Tpds THY wapotoay xpeEiav, 
A ~ 9» 
vTep HS aipodyraL Tapavopely, paratay avtots 6 Xpiords elvat dyou Thy 
\ 5 € a , \ , 2A A 
omovony opare yap, dno, kai durdocecbe ard THs TE 
, e 3 > A 4 ‘ e “ 3 “A 
ovegias, Stu ovK €v 7G weptooevery Tivi H Loh adrod 
EoTiv EK TOV VTAPXOYTHOY avT@. Talta oviK em SiaTEcev 
ovd cipfoba: wdrnv, ovde apedr Oar tas ris ddnOelas wpoppyoes, dda 
avayKn waoa pndéva mheovéxtny Kal movnpov avOpwmov Sia THY adiKtav 
KQL Wy Xr fi > , A A t A , 5 \ A , “A 
THY TAEOVvECLAV ApeElvovos TUxXELY THS CwHs, TavTHs 82) THS Tapovoys, 7 
, ° 20 7 , ’ N \ . . ¢ 2907 
paxpotépas, otk idwdrnv pdvov, adda Kal dpyovta’ Kal domep ovddéva 
¥ 4 3Q9 } e ‘4 3 , 3 ” 4 e 
dvdpa, ottws ovd oikiay 6ddKAnpov, od mdr, odk @Ov0s ama: 6 
3 QS - A e A - e DS 4 
ovpavos yap, dno. Kat » yh Tapedevoeras, of S€é AdSyou 
fBov ov py TapéEXOworv, ovkovy amas orparwryns Kal raca 
A S A 4 tal la »¥ »” 3 3, ¢ 3 A , 
vavs Kal Tay Omhov tats moder Odedos Exel, GAN boa ex TOV SiKalwv 
\ @ 3 S ‘ >? val , 3 5° 2 / N ‘ > 4 
KQL WY OVOELS ELEuaTo TOLS KTHTApEvoLS OVO éxnpdoato Kal Dedv éuaprv- 
\ ot 3 ir Ud \ 3 4 bé A \ a 
paTo Kat OiKas exddece Tinwpovs. TA O OUTW KTYOEvTA KaKdS, Kat OV 
e , , \ e vA “ 8 7 de nO ‘4 3 , 
NYNTATO Tapavopia Kat tepoovdia Kat ddxpva pydey HOucnKdTov avOpa- 
TwOV, TIS OVTWS dovvETOS Kai Delwy Kal avOpwriver dvdntos, doTE vopioaL 
a ka! A 
Avouredety 7 piKpa Avpaiver Oar Tots ypwpévors; 
¢ 
29. “Ore roivuy ove 76 Kowdv Adedets odSer, Kal cavrdv drdddvus 
b) @ 4 \ » \ AS A A “A , a ‘ 
av oTov Tovnpos el, Kal TOUS TOU Heod KatamaTels vdmous, ods pera 
, , 

Too avTys ElonveyKe OTovdTs Kal mavraydbev ovvexpdrnae Kal éxdpacrer, 
3 \ 9 , , 4 > ‘ ‘ ‘\ 3 A A A 
ov pera avOpwrrwy yevouevos pdovov, dda Kai mpiv eis THY yhv KatedOetv, 

> > > wo 3 N N A ? ? 
ovK otof Gans éoti 76 mpaypya TOAUNS; ob Gvvopas Ti pev TS GdV, Ti 


27,12 rod Swrfpos — 15 repévovs cf. Joh. 2:14-16. 

18 Jes.Nav.7:11, ubi ijdpryxey 6 dads solum legitur; sed cf. Ex.32:31. 
28,6 Luc.12:15. 

14 Mat.24:35. 


‘ 


: pov 
28,14 Adyor — 15 rapéAOwow] Adyor cvpmapéAOwow P: AdSyor otprapeAGwow Pt 
€ Corr. 
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> 3 ~ 3 @ ~ ~ 
d éxetvos Kal’ ov vouoberets; ei Kai cot duxdlovTt | Kabamep T@ WeAaT@ 
? . - 4) 9 iy 3 3 
TOTE TAPLOTApEVOV ELdES, WS AY UpéEoVTa éyor, ap av HveyKas THY Bear; 
3 : - 3 KN 3 - - lon) N Q an) 
ov Karédus, ovK av éreOiunoas aitixa SiacTHvar wot THY yHV; Ti ov TA 
” X ae \ \ ) Od 4 \ 5 ld Q , Q 
ioa Toduas; Kat yap eis evOdvas dyes Kai SoKidlers TOVS VOmoUS Kat 
? \ \ mn A A 
Kpives avTov wept TOv pabyntrav avtod Kat wept THS 
dr8axqs avtodv, dyno, Kabdrep éxelvos, Kai Katapndiln pev av 
E€KELVO é@ 3 ? 3 - de QM 5 A \ 0) Q 3 vO 
s €OnKev axpynortiay, avrecodyers O€ TA OOKOUYTA, Kat OvdEls EVTAvOA 
4 \ \ ~ . 
papruperat TOV ovpavorv ovde TpoTSoKG aKYTTOVS OVE AyyedoV avTiKa 
4 - Q ¢ 4 , \ Q 4 4 
para, Kabarep tov “Hpwdnv rote, Tovs Katadpovytas peTiovTa. KaiToL 
TOAA@ ‘YE YELPW TOV EKEL N 4 1 od’ 6 mev yap éreda8 v 
) YE XELP iv@ TeTOAL NEVO TA OA’ O meV yap emehaeTo TOU 

A \ be 4 3739 @ Ne \ 3 3 - “ \ 3 #7 
Jeot, ov dé pynpovevers eb UBper- Kai 6 pev ovK Edd€acre, od O€ HriwwKas: 
KAKELVOS peVv, Ef Kal pds THY ToD Syuov BonV d€ov OUK TyavaKTnO EV 

Oo. 3 a) 10 > Cd 3 A A Ay 4 3 SN A 
ovd areTHONTEY OVO Ei7TEY GOV avTOU HEeod TE TO MEGOV, ara Kabnoro 
Q\ ~ A 
THv Whdov Sexdpevos, ws 07) TOV TpooHnKOVT@Y TYYXAVOV, TO YE OE LVOV 
e , \ a e A SN 3 A % 3 3 , A de 
nynoacbaL Kat KOO PLOY EavT@ THV avTOV daviyy ovk avi parov Geov oe 
lan) : .Y A A A A 3 4 > A \ \ A 
vouicOyvar hoviv, Ta TOO Deod Tav avOpwrivev mpovrife, Kat Tov Deov 
3 A A A ; Q\ \ > @ A A A 4 3 4 X 
éria TovTO TO pépos: av Se, du Gv TOvs TOD Heod vdpous ExBaddwv TovsS 
A A A wn ~ aA 4 
Gavrov Kupots, THs TOD Geod davis avOparov dovinv TPOTEPAV TYOUPEVOS 
A 9 \ , say e , Y \ A , > 2 to 
OnAoS €f, Kal vopilers ovdEev GpapTavev, STL wr TAS Sikas avrixa dtdws, 
\ , e 4 XN - 4 \ an) ¢€ an) 
pndée wapecti 0 apBaveov pnoe tpamelay oKwWrANKwV TO THuUa OpPGs, 

~ > , 
ayVvoOV ws é€aTt Kat ‘yévos GAO OKWOAHKWV GITOKELLEVOVY TOV TAPAVOMOV 
Tots éxetvo Siadvyovar. 

30. Sd dé, Kai ef pondey amHvTa Tots TeTohunpevots deLvov, T™A0NS 
yeévyns Kal OKOTOUS Kal TOV EXXATOV KAKOV THY TOApaY avTHY EiKOTWS 
N\ A Q 
av ‘you deworépav. oKépar yap, 60NS EoTt Kakodaiovias a&vOpwirov 

ef 3 la N lal \ \ Ly 3 lal 7 iv4 3 
ottwas apOnvar Kat dvonOnvar Kat THY KoLWHY ayvonoar dicw, oof 
éTt Tapa TOV GpodtAwY dpxXwV HKoveev, alT@ wept THs SiKatoovvys Kat 

A 5 A A 3 4 3 A A A A Q aA 
THs apxyns Tov avOpwriver dudur Brey To Oe@, paddrov dé davepads 
3 - X Aw 4 5 - 4 3 J 3 3 A X 3 
éraviotacba. Kal TOV TPAYLATwWV | éxBdddew TO Y €@ GUT@. Kat ov 

4 A 4 e A A A 4 A , 3 4 3 
ypawn Tov oyov virepBokns: TO yap ve TOUS VoMOUS, aUTOY EOTL 
nave THS apyns Tov OévTa rods vdpous. Kal tva waPys, wapehBEeTw TIS 
> 4 aA SA X \ X 4 4 \ A A A 3 
eis 7éduv Hv d&yeus Kai Ta pev GAda TYudtw Kal oeBéTw Kal Tacav émoet- 

4 N A A 3 A al , aA 3/7 - A e A nw 
Kvicbw wept oe THY ail, TOV pEVTOL TOATOV eaTw ENoéva TOV VITO TOU 

cy > “ “@ 
Tpootattopevwv ppovriley, und €is Epyov ayew pndev, und ots avros 
érérpepas Ta THS wédews TA SoKOdVTA oVvyXwpEiTw TEpaivety, GAN’ ois 
avTos TiBerar Kat a vouiler, ToUTOLS TOV Ojmov TapacKevaléTw mpooexXe 

A a - a + N w~ 3 w~ e 4 3 3 3 A oe 
TOV voov: h€yots AY, EL TL GOL THS ApXts VredeihOy; GAA’ ovVK av EvpoLs, 
e , \ e ? ) ? > A on, A \ \ A \ XQ A 
UTHKOOS Yap 7 WOALS OUKETL. TAVTA On TATA Kal OV TOL@V, TOV Gedv THs 

A A 3, © 4 
dpyis dmootepeis. ote pev yap, OTe mdvT@v aitios, dmdvrwv Seawdrns: 
a be A , 4 2 A A 3 A Y bY Q + Py N\ 
Zort 5€ Kai Tpdmov Erepov, Kal’ ov Kat avOpwrwv avipwros ap xet, Oa 


\ , a \ A 4 N \ } > e A Q A A 
TOUS VOMOVS, OTL TA OOKOUYTA LYNVVTAS, TA MEV OL EQUTOU Kal TOY pabnrav, 


29,10 cf. Joh.18:19. 
14 roy ‘HpdSnv — 25 bpas cf. Acta Ap.12:21-23; Joseph.Flav. Ant.Iud. XIX, 


343-348; Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 11,10. 


29,26 Kai dAdo yevos P 
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A . , 4 \ , 
Ta be Oia ToV éxelvous éxdeEapévwv, tTaKovovTas Exe. Kal meopéevous 
a! SN \ 45 , 3 Ss N , 
TOUS ETEYVWKOTAS AUTOD THY ioXUV. THV MEV OVVY TPATNY apXnV, KaV TaVTA 
, \ B4 4 b) / 
yévn Kav TavTa TOAUHONS, OVK ay avédots, OV yap EoTL OTS OVK EoTAL 
“A ” 3 AN \ \ , \ A + \ be Py , 3 3 
TOV OVTWV AUTOS TOLNTHS KAL VevpaTL TO TAY Aywv- THV de SevTépav, ad 
fal fel V4 e , , 
NOV ovvictapérny, Kal mavu. yyod 5€ py Kouddtepov auapravey, Tavrny 
“A i) , vn “ , 3 , 
avatpav, % THY éTépav, Kai TOVS VdpLous AVwV, } THY SynyLoupyiay éréxor, 
A A A a , , 4 4s 
ei Gol ToOUTO e€nv’ unde yap mapa TO Oe@ ravTnv éxeivys éXaTTOVOS EtvaL 
fal 4 , “A \ 
oyov, add’ ef Tis axptBOs oKoToin, moTrépav Bovderar paddov, THY 
, “\ , sy? \ ¢ 
devrépav evpjoe, Kal’ 6cov tavrns evexa THY TpaTHY elyTyoE, Kat iva 
A a , , 
THS avOpaeTov yvouns KpaTyon Kai a Bovdrerar welon Kai THY Tpoalpecv 
, ¢ A 
TApAaTTHOHTAL, TOV ovpavoyv Eemoinoe Kal TO OPOPEVOY Gay Kat TOUTOV 
avrTov Tov avOpwrov, Kai aitos TovToU yap avOpwros Hv Kai mrynyhvar 
\ 3 a) 3 , N lal » 4 A 3 4 ¢ 
Kat amofavety édé€aTo Kai Tov GdrAdov peréoxe TAY aVOpwTivwr, tva 
A fal A A ‘\ 
TovTous év TH yh SuvynOy putedorar rods vopous, Kai 6 Kdo MOS Gras waTEp 
OnLoUpyov ovTw Kal wdvov exp vonobérny adrov. TobTO Tods dmoaTéXOUS 
Els THY OlKoULEVHNY Hyaye TACAV, Kal TOUS TéVOUS AUTOLS Kal TOUS DUVEXELS 
a aA 
Bavarovs noeis érolnoev’ ov yap | vmép Soypatav yywvilovto povor, 
3 3 3 N\ @ ‘\ , , e SQa Sd 3 , , 
GAN’ ovdey Arrov Kai Biov cadpovos, ws ovdev Shedos éxelvwv Tov’Tov 
, XN de \ 6 A >. N A l4 @ \ XN cy4 > N 
Xwpis. TO O€ Kata Aoyov Bioty amd TOV vouwV, OV Tos perv EOnKaV adtot 
N mw” nm ~ 
Tapa Tov Oeot wadvres, Tods dé per’ Exeivous of TOV éexkhyoLtov ToULeveEs, 
“A - © 
Tais éxelvov axohovOnoarvres yvomais. oY amdvrev eis 6 Xpurrds vopo- 
4 A “A 
Gérns, 6 mpos adrods eitav: 6 dkovVaV UEavV éEmod dkovet, Kai 
e 3 Q aA e A 3 \ 3 Q mn ¢Y , ‘\ 3 ‘\ , \ 
o aVeT@y vuads Epe abeTeEt. Gre Toivwy, THY apyny tadtrny Kai 
\ 5 , e \ A \ > ¥ A 2 , € A de € ot 
THY OErToTELaY O prev Deds tv EX, ToTAatTa éroinoev, tpels Sé fadlws 
a, \ A nn 
AveTe Kal mpaypa Toveiv dodahés vopilere Kai Kivdvvev dandd\aypévor, 
Tiva KaTOXELTETE a ts t Opa yrepBornv; 67 t, TC 
imeTe amovoias Kal Apacovs vrepBoryv; Onaow, dyot, Tov 
@ / 3 A aN d€0 f ‘ \ > , 
povov pov é€v tats vedéhars: dédouKd oe, py TH éxeivov 
vOooV vous. 
\ \ ¢ A A 
31. Eiot dé of dacw daohoyovpevor tov Kaipdv Sn TOV Tod Geod 
4 sf 7 aA XN 4 , oy “A SN 
vopwv e&jcew, Xphvar pev yap ore kupiovs elvat, viv 8€ ovdKéri’ Kal, 
e a4 e XN N \ XN 4 4 , V4 A 
WS EOLKEV, O pe LwTHP TOV Tahaldy Exavoe VopoV TE\EWTEpH VOLM@ TQ 
e A a be N 3 , A e A 3 S 9S N , > , 
EAUTOV, OVTOL OE TOV EkELVOU TOLS EAUTaY. El ev OvY Kal BdTiC LA EiodyovcL 
XN e yy , A 
Kat aipa Etepov, Sexvirwoar Kai Oedv adddov' ei Sé 7d BSwp TodTo orTép- 
N ‘\ 4 4, fal 
yovot Kal tv Ovotay ravryv Karpov éxew ett daciv, of vduor radra 
, . A , e? A , 2 2 
o@lover’ Kav TovToUs pibys, TOV pvoTnpioy obder dvi, 6 yap Tapa- 
al 3 \ > A -, 
VOMELY EYVWOKMS ELK] MELVYTAL, Kat OUTwWS Oddev KwVEL TaYTA TOV XpLCTI- 
‘N 3 , , \ “ A 
avio ov eK pecov yeverOar Tapa Tas WHhhovs TavTas TOV avdpv Tovtwvt. 
3 ¢e A N , , 45 A 
ovx op@ S€ tiva tavrnv daciv eivar riv dxoupiav. — TOAAT) TAVTAXOD 
A ¢e @ , N N N be Vi N N > 3 3s oA A 
vuv 7 poxOnpia, Pnol, 76 xpnordv Sé ddiyov. — Kal piv én’ adtdv Tov 
- aA , , e 3 v4 aA A 9 \ 
TPOTWV TOV VOLOV KNPVKAV 7 OlkoULEVN TOAAG xelpov Etyev, Kat dbetav 
30,41 Luc.10:16. 
45 Is.14:13-14. 


31,10 ox — dxatpiav cf. Theod. Metochita Misc.c.1 (p. 14, edd. Mueller- 
Kiessling ). 


831,11 dgnotv P 
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eg A - 
daca Kat wovynpiay évéce. thy éoxarnv, GAN Guws ExnpuTTov, Kal oO 
> SN x” 3 XN A ia , y t-4 Q - 
wrnp eéreprev avrovs Kabdrep Bantilew dmavtas, ovrw Kal diddoKew 
NN 4 , N , A 4A 3 AN de , ) BN A Oy \ 
Kehevoras TAVTA TOV VOMOV THpELY. Kal avrds Se yvixa eis THY yHv HAGE Kat 
“X , 4 v4 
TOUS voOmous Elme TOvTOUS; bre, dyolv, ETAEdVATEV  apapTia. 
A \ \ > ld EA N \ , A 3 ca) \ 4 
TobTo pev yap aKxddovbor, Ei Tis TOV THS VécoU KaLpoVv iaTpoVv Kat PapLaKov 
y 4 QA 
elvar vopile. Kaipov, Kat TtooovTro paddov, daov éxeivn yxelpwv. Td Se 
a a N - 
vorobvras devye tov Suvdpevov | Geparrevewy, povev av ein Tov THY 
a $3 4 a 4 “aA 
yvaunv édavvopévav, ovs Shoavres mpdtepov iaTpav mates, emeTa 
nA N A , 

XP@vTat TPOS TO TH TEXVY Sokodv. ov Tolvyy Tapavoulas yévour Gv Kaupos 
3 A a 3 y nw 
ovde es, OVS dwpia vopov, GAAG Kai tepoovAia Kal aduxia Kal THY TOVNpLOV 

e - A A + a 3 »” ¢ A 93 > , , 
EKLOTY KGKOV GV €l\N, KL OVK EOTLVY OTMS 7 av? drov Ttohpeapevov NvaeEe 
A 3 A , A 
Tas péeuwpers 4 Kovdotépas épydoerar TAS TYLMpias TOLS TOApYTALS. 
Q A , , 
82. — Kat pny "Emddvids, dnot, Kal mpd rovrov Aavid @nOnody Tote 
fal A » 8 , 9 A Q A 3 , e A A 
Xphvas THs ayay OvKacoovyyns ayehnoar Kal THS axpiBeias vdetvat TOV 
4 N e Q 3 A e aA A A e aA » EY] e 
vopRwv: Kal 6 pev, ovdey EaUT@ TpOTHKOV, TOV LEepaV épayev aptwv, oO 
de ay $ a, A 8 , Ay 3 N A , woe A 
€ Tov Iwavvov wovTOv d0h@ haBov eis TAS TOV TEVHTWY Eppube xElpas. 
a > io A 3 ral > A a é A A 3 A be A 3 ? 
Tl ovv GOLKODLED, Ei TOV AUTOV LEV AlTLOV, TOV AUTOV OE KALPOV ETLTTAVTMD, 
éxelva, movodpev, darep Avdpes Sixator kai Oeod yewovres, ods EiKos Kat Tavra 
Spaca: wapa Tov Oeod Kivovpévovs; — ovK apa éxelvor TOV Suxatwv ove 
e aA ‘4 > \ - »¥ w¥ Q\ 3 a 3 4 
oTloby KaTeppovnoav ovde vopovs EXvoav: ovTE yap Exelvos ErvAnceEV 
#¥ a 4 e A A 4 a 4 e a , 
OUTE OUTOS HpTaceEV, WS Gv TOU KEKTNMEVOU Sdévros AaBovres. oof @ pove 
5 , XN la) A A A 4 A \ a a) mn 
tadépe TO KaA@S Aa Perv TOU KaKads, K€yw 51) py KNErrovra pnd QTAaT@OVvTa 
de la 3 AN ? A Fy ? a) AN e oa A 
pnoe Bialdpevov, G\\Q ovyxwpotvTwv TOV EXOVTWY, TOLS MEY VTO TOV 
mempaypevois ov pérertw ols Se éroinoay éxeivor Kai pada mpdcerriy: 
otrws dvopotws tovs &vSpas pup Kal tooodrov daméxes iévar Sia THY 
avTaVv éxelvots, EL ye adTos Exivnoer avrovs émt tavra Kal mpovrpeper oO 
xpvaod Kal dpytpov Kai Tov aptwv éxeivav Kai Kowds ardvrov Sermorns. 
a N A 3 fa) 3 A 3 4 nn A “ se A 3 A 
0 TEept TOV avipav ardahas avayky memeto Oat, Kal wn Tap éeavTav eOety 
9 UN A y $ N a \ A A 3 , QA 4 » 
émt Tatra vopile avrous. 7 yap av oapas qOolKouv Kat Sikas @edov: 
A \ 93 , asQA A .) wv Q , Q A be 
vov dé éwnvédnoav. ove yap ei Taha pev oav mavTa xpnotot, TovTo d€ 
Tapnvomouv TS pépos, Temvov TL Tpaypa THY Tapavopiay amrépacvov Kal 
Séfav airy mepetifecay ayabyy avti Tis mpoonkovans’ TovvarTiov mev 
cy 3 \ lal 5) aA 3 4 n~ - 2Q@39 9 a i 
ovv, avTol TOV éxetOev ExANPOVOLOVY KAKGY, Kabamep ovd év ots Kara@pBovr, 
as S6€y¢ Twos perédocay TH Sixavootvy Kat Tots vdopots elzrou Tus Gy Pah 
na 3 > + a a 3 > A \ Ns 3008 S A 
dpovav, GAN eumahu am eKxelvov | hv avrots TO TELVOV' OddELS Yap TOU 
4 v0 ? , 3A oe la! & , 4 56 3 3 N 
Kavovos evOvrepos yévouT Gv, ovd€ TOU OiKalov wEuvoTEpos. COVEY OVK aro 
TOV éviots EipYATLEVWV TOS VOLOUS KpLVoUpED, GX’ ard TOV Vom ExdoToV 
yd - u o aA - Q $s A ral e - 
apaters Soxypdaoopev, Kal TOUT@ TH KAVOVE TOUS 6p0as Biodvras eiodpcla 
A XN A “\ b] A N ¥ 4 a y 
Kat Tovs poXOnpovs: Kat wyalov pev avOpwrov Kahécopev @ OuKaLOa- VS 


31,16 cf. Rom. 5:20. 

82,1 "Emddnos — 4 xeipas cf. Vita Epiphanii a Ioh. et Pol. scripta, cc.44—45 
(Migne LXI,80B-82D ); Vita I oh. Eleemosynarii a Leontio scripta, 
21 (p. 40, ed. Gelzer); I Reg. 21; cf. Alexii Comn. oratio in Annae 
Comm. Alexiade, VI,3,4 ( I1,47,20-23, ed. Leib). 


32,13/14 &a rv abrév iévar P 
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a “A la! 
Kai vopov éuéhnoev Exdorote, ovnpov 6€ mah Os Gv adoln mapavopar, 
A “A 
Kav tov dddov Biov éxn SetEar xpnordv. 6 Sé paxdpios Iladdos nav 
»¥ s 
ayyerdos H, dnow, — 
A a A la 
33. "“A\Na tabr’ éori ra wapadeiypara, & py Kadds oviddvras poe 
A A aA A A 
oKepapévous TOV iepéwy évious Teifer padiws Tapavopetv. TOY yap iepav 
vopwY KEedEVOVTWV TAS TOV iepéwy apxaipecias pr) ToLvetcOar pucOod, Kai 
A A A ? : 
po TovTWY TOD LwrHpos mpotka Svddva THY yap, avrol muTpadoKovTeEs 
A A 4 
ov vouilovow dduetv, tt TO Tiunua Kahds, daciv, dvadiokovar. Kaitou 
ovde TO Tov Seaomdérynv dmodopévw Sovrd@ Kai Tots mptapévors “EBpatous 
avextotépay eipydoato THY KaTyyopiay TO pr ToAMHoaL xpnoacba TO 
, 3 A Q A 3 A A ea “ \ e A A 4 3 
TYyLnpatt, G\\a TOV pev év TO vag pias, Tovs Hé baép Tov E€vov ava- 
Xd e 32 rd’ ) de n 2 oN “ S A ike ‘\ B , rH] 
@oat’ add’ ovdey FArrov eiot puapoi Kal oxymrdav aévor Kat Bapabpoyv, 
OTL TOV pLdvov EdeVOEpov ws ay adbtots ddeldovra Sovdetav adAHAOLS pLcHod 
WApEeLXov. OVKOUY OVdE GE TTWXOD Tpdvoia Kai Eévwv, Kal ToLadraL Tpo- 
, lal ¥ , 3? 7 KN \ A A A , 
paces THS tons yeévuns eEédowr av, Ta toa ToApavta. Kat pH OopvBn- 
> \ > A e ? 3 > 3 oA A A e \ 3: oN 4 
ONS: ov yap euos O Aoyos, GAA avrav Tov vopobeTav. 6 yap émi xphpact 
TV ltepwotvnv Sidods SodNov wore? TO wvEedpa, dyow Kai 
- , 3 , ¢g e 4 > \ en 4 “ 4 > A 
TocovrT Siadépets éxeivav, Sti of pey eis Tov viov UBpirav, ov Sé eis 7d 
aveva, TOVS OuoTimous. 
34. "Emei xal wept ras WHdous, as ov SédOopas, odk eyes eizetv: 
3 A 3 “ 3 b) “ 4 ean , »’ , A 93 4 
ov yap ayafovs, add rods Tovnpods aipy. Ti yap pLaporepov 7) dvonrd- 
Tepov avOpos ovTw TeEpi THY apxiV pEeunvéros, bs tva Tixyn haBov, Kat 
A A , + , >. 6A A A \ N 3 A 
TOUTO KAKOs, Ta TE OvTa Stadbeipwy dvéxeTar Kal wept Tov Dedv aoeBOv: 
3 “ A ¥ > N A s - , A e lA 
el yap Kal Taha ayalbv Tobrov eivar Soin tis, mpds ye THY lepwodvvnr 
ovdev aiT@ Kowody, et ye Sel Tots vopobéras murrevew adrots. ei Se Tas 
, 3 A > id \ 3 Q ‘4 “ “~ - A 
undous épOds eivar deifers, 70 Eis we | HKOV, TO YE THY XELPA TiTPAOKEW Kat 
Kamndos elvar Tis XapuTos ovk av diyous, Kav mdvta elas. ob yap srt 
70 Sdpov, od Tipnua, Kahels, OVO eis TO THANTHpLOV éuPdAdeLs, OvSE 
KnpvrTTes Et THS ayopas Gcov mumpdoKes, kat Boj tovs wvetoba 


32,29 Gal.1:8. 
83,3 vépwv—A4 xdpw cf. Mat.10:9; Epist. Gennadii Patr., edd. Rhalles-Potles, 
IV,368; Epist. Tarasii Patr., edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,375. 

6 otd§ —9 dvadooa cf. Mat.27:3-10; Epist. Tarasii Patr., edd. Rhalles- 
Potles, 1V,377; Epist. 53 Basilii Magni ad episcopos, edd. Rhalles-Pot- 
les, IV,279. 

12 py — 13 Adyos cf. Plat. Apol. 20e. 

14 cf. Zonaras ad Can. Apost. 29 et 30, edd. Rhalles-Potles, II,37; Epist. 
Tarasii Patr., edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,376; Balsamon ad epist. Tarasii, 
edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,384; ad Can. Apost. 29 et 30, edd. Rhalles- 
Potles, IT,38; Blastares Syntagma, edd. Rhalles-Potles, VI,511. 

34,8 od — 13 xpdyparos cf. Litterae Ad metropolitam et archepiscopum or- 
dinandum, edd. Rhalles-Potles, V,548. 


a 
33,2 évious Trav tepéwy S 
8 pia PS 
34,7 eivac om. P 
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4 > , 3 3 > 4 A , Q e > +f 
Bovdopévovs abpoilers, aX’ dvduacr xpy TeuvoTépois Kat 6 oiKioKoS 
4 , ia .Y wn wn 
OUVOLOE GOL LOVOS TO cuvadr\aypea Kai vuKTos Kal oKOTOUS TOUTO ToLEts, HON 
A A a N , wn 
Kai THY ovoiay avTny apelBew Svvyoy Tov mpdyyatos, Kal avTi mpdcews 
QA a ¥ X ~ a A AY 3 4 b - 
Kat Kamnadelas AhAO TL OEMVOV TOLELY: 7) KQL TOV Gov el ypvoov dvopa- 
A 5. ? 

Ges, xpvoov eivar denoes TOV AiPov, Kal Tov ToLyYwpUXOV Ei fy) TOLXWPL- 
~ Ad ~ A Aw 
xelv eizrots nde Kakoupyeiv, GAN olKovopEty VvuUKTOS TAS OiKias, Kal THS 
, NA Pow \ A A 3 A B A 3 , A 3 F 
dixns av é€éouo Kal Tod TOV ayabay avdpav éyypdiato xopov; avi po- 
movs twetPopev, dnoi Tatdos, GeO 5€ wedavepapeba’ cot 
be JOe A 3 A , 70 4M , 3 Q A A 3 , > A 
€ ovde TOV aVOpeTaYV ovdELS TEiaETAL ATO THS TOV GVOMATWOV apLoLBAS 

AN b) wn Q nw a 3 nn 4 e QA 3 QA 4 
THV Gd\nOH wept TOV mpaypdror dpetbar Sd€av. ws yap ov TA TpaypaTa 
nan 3 a, 3 ~ Q\ , 3 ~ 4 3 4 A 4 
TOLS OVOMATLW, EKELVA d€ TOvTOLS aKodovlet, eA nev OVOEVA TOV TAVTOV: 
“Q wn 3 \ e »S A QA X A Q \ € Q\ 5 , 
Kal mpaow ovdev Etepov icacw, 7 TO pev Sovvar, 7d dé Vmép ExEivou 
“A A A A , a 
haBetv. tobdro yotv 76 daPeiv 6 vopos exOdvoe, TV dé AapBavev o 

, A A 
yaipers KaEL TO TPAypLa: Kav yap Ta TWavTMOY GEeuVvoTaTa Karéoys, TApa- 

A e \ > a A 4 e wn lal A “N 3 N 
VOMELS. @S yap ov Tpotka Sidws, at xetpes Bodor. oKebar yap, ei THY 

~ aN A wn 
év Tals modurelats @VAY Kal MpaoWw, at ovvéxovat TAS TOAELS, MEXPL TOV 
3 4 4 5 - Q Q a 5 ya n~ 7 “ 
é6vopatav povev e€éBades Kal TOY VOMOV EloHvEyKAS TOUTOD, SuddvaL pev 
¢ N , “@ A “& , a A 3 ? , A 
dravras kat Mau Rave b7rép Gv Siddacw arep av adAHAwY SéoLVTO, TPaoWw 
\ las al A , > » A AQ 3 3 3 4 
dé LNOaLod KaNetv poe TWONNTHPLov pnd Q@viov 7 TYLTnV, AA apporepa. 
\ > > NAN »¥ ; 4 ¢e Va ? “A r) ? Q , 
dwpeas, ap av jabero Twos 7 médALs BrAaBouvs 7 @dedeias, Kal yxelpwv 
, \ ; A a 
éyévero epi TAS KoLWVwvias 7) BeATiwv, Tapa TO OXTMA TOvTO Kat TOVVOLA; 
Q , A ? las + 3 Q e A A , 3°%N ) A 
Kat tis av dain voov éxwv; ov yap 7 dovy mpocbetvar Sivair’ av ovdev 
A , A 
TOLS Tpaypac. Kat petaBorny éveyKety. 

39. Ei roivuy deEiwow 6 did0vs Ta S@pa Karel Kat ditodpocivyny 7 
dopov vutvy ws Seomdtats dheriduevov, ov Tots PHuace | poo éxewv 
3 la > > e y+ , ~ \ 3 x\ BY A “~ 3 : A 
EXPTV, GAN’ ws EXEL YYMLNS OKOTELV: KAL OVK AV gdoxe 7) AaBety dodadras 
ry , A ; Q ys QM , 9 , g Pfs} 3 ~ SN be 
é\rriaas 7 KaBav Hoy Kal Katéyov. ei TolvuV ovTw Sidwow ExEtvos, TV dE 

aA , nw lal - “X 

Ei\SMS OUTW SLOdVTA mpoTin, THS TE yYOLNS THS avTHS peTeXELS AVT@ Kal 
wn , Q i a a , Q td a YE) 

THS Kamnrelas Kowwvods et, kat & AapPBavers, TYsyV apBaves wv Otdws, 

A A 5 

Kat ovTws auhotépwr Evexa TO TpGypa Tpacis éorw éevapyyns’ ob Se 

A lal A on 

Getor matépes TO TuTpacKdpevov evradOa TO TVvEDLa act. TL ovV OTH 

Fa’ - ¢ , , > wn \, ¢ SN 3 , 
daidov Képdos ovTw peyadov KLWOULOV @VR, Kal tva puKpoV apyvpLov 


34,17 IT Cor.5:11. 

35,4 édricas — xaréxwv cf. Epist. Gennadii Patr., edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,370; 
Epist. Tarasii Patr., edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,377sq.; Epist. Basilii 
Magni ad episcopos, edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,278. 

7 of —8 ga cf. Can. 2 Conc. Chale. eiusque paraphrases a Zonara et 
Blastare confectas, edd. Rhalles-Potles, IV,217; VI,509; Aristaenus, 
edd. Rhalles-Potles II,220. 


34,17 fortasse éééXous P 
18 8 om. S 
22 rpaow PS 
26 mpacw PS 
28 arpaow PS 
35,7 mpdaows PS 
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A A , Q A /, 4 lg 
KaNOS GvaAWoNS PETA TOV FTYLWOKOTOV TO TVEDMA TATTELS DavT6V; KalToL 
SY A ‘\ 4 3. NN > A e > \ } , 4 A X , 
ovde TOUTO TOUS vouobEéTas EiKOS ayVoELY, WS Eis TO O€OV ATED AV AaBNs 
> , 3 > > A A XN > l4 A +>» A 
AaVANWTELS, ANA’ OWS aTrEtTOV, TOLS yap émLOKOTIOLS TAUT eypaibay, Kadovat 
, AS , \ > , 2 \ 
d€ ovTws, ov TAEOVEKTAS OVS dodToUS Kal davdous TiVas avOparoUS, adda 
, \ , ‘\ + 
dukatous Kai cwdpovas Kai éhevfepious Kai diravOpamovs Kat Tadd Xpn- 
, , N\ A \ > A “\ > , 
GTovsS. TOUTOUS ToiVUY Ex@AVTAY ad THS YELPos EvTOpELV, TOvs ev TAaTY 
- A A A XN “\ XN ” A 
damdvyn 7 SoKovv TO GeO LynTobvTas. Ei yap Tovs TOVypods ElzoLS, TPaTOV 
A A XN A , , \ 
peév TOS evoYoV, OVS OSE TPOIKA TA TOV LEepewy TPATTEW avTOL TVYXw- 
A A , , > , N > Ff 
povoww; €meura, €i Kal TOUTO SHO opEV, TOLOVTWY éETLTKOTOV AUTOS avéexeE- 
\ 7 > 4 ‘ ? , A 4 ‘4 > ‘\ 
oOat Kat rovrous avariévar tov vopov, tiva av éxou Adyov, ei Wuyas 
3 A > ? ‘\ 7 ‘ ? e ? \ 3 A > 7 
QUTOLS ETETPEWAV KaL KYpNuaTa Kat TOAW OAOKANpoOV, Ept GBord@v 6Atywv 
A A > 3 XN A 3 
dvamiarety; ovKovy wept THs Samdvyns SedouxdrEes Tadr’ Eimov, ovdSe TOOT 
3 A e l4 2 ? A “ “A 7 > a » > \ 
autots 0 vouos €Bov\ero, woANOd ye Kat Set. Ti ody av elmou TIS; Ef pev 
“A A \ e A 
Kat THY aitiav ov mpocerifecav éxeivor TOU vouov, Kav Huas cide 
2 ON > A 5S > N 4 € 4 «@ bs A A , o 
eikos nV: viv b€ avrol Néyovow vmép ov Ta SHpa Tatra Kaxilovow: iva 
X A ‘ \ A / 4 > ? #9 S 
uy SovAov FH TO TvEDUG, you, TuTpacKdpevov. dkovers; er ovV 
54 3 A 4 : A ? / aQA \ 3Q3 x, AN 3 , 
ahdov €povpev eivat Tod vou“ov oKoT6V; OVOE yap ovd avTds a&idoats 
‘\ “\ SN ‘\ e€ A , 
Tovs vouoléras avrovs mepiopav Kai wy Teer Oar THY EavTdv pHVvvovcr 
, > @ 3 > \ \ de 4 5 4 ¢ , > ? 
yvounv €v ols eimov avrot, aot de ErecOat, Sidvotav pnudtwv addoTpiov 
? 
oroxalopeva. 
, Ky N\ a 
36. “Evios d€ kai Baoréwv eivar vouovs dhaciv, || of KeAevovor té0a 
\ , , A , N ¢ , > ‘ a P A 
Kat Tooa KaTaPaddew Tois TeAMEoacL TOS iepwpévous. Ei eV ODV avTOD 
A A. ? A QN A A , , > N\ N\ v 
Tov teheoOyvar xdpw, cap@s TOV Tov Beod Avovar vopov: ovdets S€ odTW 
l4 “\ ¢ A ? Ky 
apddpa Bacrreds, dare Heod tpoTiunOAvar Kal Yydov Kipuos etvar wapa- 
vowov., Kaito. ovk avOparwv ovdevi povov, GAN ode ayyéer é 
POV. t ov avdp ov HOvov, aA ovde ayyéh@ mpocéxev 
\ A e A 3 , 4 a \ “\ 4, ‘4 
tov vovv o Ilathos néiwaev, et tus dAAO Te Tapa TOUS KELpévous VdpouS 
, > “A > N\ N \ “\ A A 4 4 
TOAMHOEL Elmety, et S€ THY pev TEAETIVY Tpotka ToLeto Hat KeEvovoww, GANHV 
, A XN ' ‘ , 
d€ twa Tapetxov adtois of TekeoTal pera THY iepwodvyy SiaKoviav, Av 
> \ , > , 5d » “A \ “\ Agés A > 
dpioht AauPave Eexeivous dyvapov Av, H Kai od SetEdv tu Towodrov eis 
> \ > , nN Oe »” BS A A > A > AN ¢€ , 
AUTOUS ELPYAT MEVOV, 7) WNOEV EXOV TAHV THS TEAETHS ElTTELY, AVTHY GwodoyeL 
, 
TUT pao KEL. 
, S \ \ N A 
37.— Ti obv; o¥Sé pera 7rd rehecOAvaL Tov iepéa, Tov TekéoavrTa Kal 
\ \ > oN N > A /, N 4 \ ¢ / \ 
TOV TEPL AVTOY XOPOV avatavaat TovwY Kai Opépar KahOv; — ExdvTa pev 
S \ , b) LA , > > e€ , \ , 
ouv Kal mpoGvpovpevov, ov Tovrovs pdvov, GAN EéxadoroTe Kal Tdavras 
+ 4 4 N , A , > A A > , 
eSeore tpépev: drav 5€ xabdrep twa ddpov dvayxaiov radra eiompdr- 


35,12 éypawav an Lust. Nowv.123? 
25 cf. testimonia ad 33,14. 

36,1 vépovs Iust. Nov. 56,1; 123,3 = Basilica III, 1,10 (1,94, ed. Heimbach); 
Nov. Isaacii Comn. a. 1059(?), cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 943, eius- 
demque nov. mentio facta a scholiasta in Harmenopuli Syntagmate, 
ed. Leunclavius, I,7, et a Blastare in Syntagmate, edd. Rhalles-Potles, 
VI514; Nov. Alexii Comn. a. 1085, cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 1127; 
cf. Pachymer, Hist. II,200, 2 Bonn. 

5 ayyéAw — 6 p€iwoev cf . Gal.1:8. 


39,24 kaxiLovow |] — x. —e corr. P? 
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N , “A A A 
TwvTar Kal SaxpvorTes Tots disorrotols Suahéywvrat, Kal KaTapw@pevor Tals 
, A 
Kowiats TOV EvwKYOUpLEeVOV Tors OBodovs avahiokwct, Kal pddwT av aot 
, \ A a “A » 
mévynres Kal, TO pndev eioeveyKely olkobev exe, émt weyddots TéKOLS XPN- 
? ? A 
odpevo. Sarravadow, ovk olda ti xpi) To TWpdypa Kadely. ovTE yap ainxpd- 
, A 4 > - 
Tepov (Tt) THS Tpamélns éxeiyyns ovte amavipwrdrepov, ei palyns Evexa 
‘\ , A € 4 , a XM , \ N > ‘\ ” “ 
Kai KOpou plas Huépas Biatos el Kal Tapavomos, TOV pev GdEAHOV AyxXov Kal 
, A A D' 
diapbetpwv TO Ved Sé ddavilov riv dav Kai Tov evepyérny aTrooTEepOv Kat 
A , “A 
cuKodarTav THY xdpw, Kai THY avToD SwpEedy ovK édv Er elvar Swpedv — 
A A an 
TOS yap Gv o’rw Kahotro 76 pera Cnuias Krnfev — cavrdv b€ kata xvvev 
N 4 \ 
Kai GvTt mouévos Kat Siaxdvov xapitos, Kdayddv twa Kat picbwrdov azo- 
db 4 N 4 do A 3? A A » 5 4 
aivev. Kat ovTw mpodldws péev Tagiwpa cavrod Kal THY mpoedpiay, 
9 , a“ A 
iva Katadayyns worep “Hoad, katadvers O€ TO Epyov Tod Heod 
, 4 = 
Bpa@paros éveka, LlatXos elze, xairot mpos Sd€av Geod ra Te adda 
A \ 3 , “N lf , A S 2 Y 
mouety Kat éobtew Kat mivew Kexedevopéevos. TOS odv Kafedders otTw Set- 
, A A 
TVHTAS; Tio’ | Xpapevos hoyitpols TO ovvErdos Teles NpEwEtv; m7 ‘yap 
ov TeOunEn pdvos avOparor; 

38. ‘Tuets 8€ Kai tais oikiais évoKnmrere TOV iepéwy TeOvnKdTHY, 
Kat Tas dd TOD KOWoU mpooddous aprdlere, TOV Vopw KEdevdvTaV TAS 
“ “A aA > 4 > AS N 4 “a 4 “ 
pev typetabar rots éxdefopévors adrovs, Tas S€ Trois KAnpovopots TAV 
émurkémov, et Twés eiot, ovyywpelv. GAN tpels ode TOVTWY TaTOUpPEVOV 
, A Y 4 é , aA / b] A 4 
dpovrilovres, xpnobe 6, ru Bovreo Oe’ ri trois TeOvyKOo Ww eyKahely EXOVTES, 
eimé pou; Th rots (dou; Tt Tals médEoL; TL TOLs VoMoPETaLs adTots; ob curE- 

SN \ lA , 3 ] 2 3 . SN $ ~ 
beoOe ravrt ra ypdppara oéBew; obk dpopdxare; ov Tov Bedv evraifa 
Kat THY ‘yepovoiay dracav éuaptipacbe; ovK émi Tovrors NpOyTE; ovxX 
4 , ‘N , 248 ‘ 4 > 2 A , 4s ‘ A 
iva o@lnre Tovs vopovs, ert Tov Opdvoy avéByTE ToUTOV; TL OvY TO TELTaY 

, > , > , 4 g / lel > 
mavrov éxelvov émirafopévous datrhov Evexa Anppatwv Toraira acxnpo- 

a e DS Ds’ 4 yoe ¥ \ oe a > > e A 
velv; 6 pev yap vouos ovdev Eyer oKkoTEWov ovde ypthov, ahd’ amhds 

4 ‘ A 2 /, “A 3 / e A 4 x a val 4 , 
ottw Kat cadds dardyer TOV GAXoTpiov buds. oé 5€é 6 qovet rovT@Y KUpLOV 
> A 5 , > * 4 O° A , ‘ Ps) , ” e 
éx tov Sixaiwy ovk av evpots, ovd ay pupidKis THY Satavyy Elays ws 


37,9 patns cf. Gen.25:34? 

16 cf. Gen.25:29-34; cf. Rom.14:20. 

38,2 vépuv cf. Can. Apost. 40; Can.35 Conc. in Trullo; bulla aurea Joh. 
Comn. a. 1124 (1139?), cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 1301; prostagma 
Man. Comn. a. 1150 sive 1165, cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 1380 (nec- 
non nro 1289); Doelger, BZ, XLVI (1953), 426; bulla aurea Toh. 
Vatatzae a. 1228, cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 1720; prostagma Andron. 
Senioris a. 1312, ed. Zach. v. Lingenthal, IGR, IJ, 633sqq.; litterae 
Ad metropolitam et archiepiscopum ordinandum, edd. Bhalles-Potles, 
V,046sq. 

7 dpopdxare cf. novella Andron. Senioris, ed. L. Stan, O Novela necu- 
noscuté a... Andr. II Paleologul. ... p. 8; cf. professio fidei 
Antonii Patr. a. 1389, edd. Miklosich-Mueller, 11,114. 


37,9 supplevi e.g. 
10 dyyov om. P 
38,11 ypidov PS 
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> 4 rd +. 
Oeodihh} Kai AvovreAH: Sédeuxrar yap ws ovdéva tabr’ Eyer Aéyov. Ti ovv 
\ id fa) 3 
vrddourov mpodacily; — wévys eiul, you. — dia TovTo Tolvuy Tots aAdo- 
Ky 4 , ne eg \ 
Tplos émurndjoes, Kal HrTov Tapavopyoers, Gtr wévyns El; éxelvous pev 
, N SN AN 3 lA 
TovTo Teioeev Gv diiavOpwrorépous yevér Oar, oe dé ovdey paddrov épyd- 
, NX / 3 ~ 4 \ ‘\ e EX \ 
caito Sikaov 7 Bovdopévous amoorepeiv: Stu xwpis pev 6 edeos, ywpis 
4 3 , 
dé 76 Sixatov. ob 8 éredav pev dddors Sualys, 7d Sixacov emvywaockers, 
y ss A 
Kat ovTEe TO TévyTL KadArlw WHdov Sidws dia THY weviay, ovTE TOS mOV- 
s , 4 > , 
Tova. xeipwv yivy dia Tov mrOUTOV, GAN Gpoiws elomparrers KaKELVOUS 
‘4 ‘\ 3 4 
direp Gv AdBys ddiKotvras, ovd’ émitpémers TOUS Gmdpous amd TOV EtTdpwV 
e , 3 be 3 > on “A > , A “* ard 3 oo 
apmacew ovdev, GAX €v arovety Exelvous Tapaiwar, dv ExdvTes ov dda, 
, 
ovdev mr€ov wpooriOns: stay pévror Sén cavrov w@dedeiv, ovK aicyivy 
A , e & 
THY évavtiay éxpépwv; — add’ ddetrerar Hpiv, dyor, Sia TO evayyédtov’ 6 
, A 4 
yap KUptos éxédNevoe Tods Epyalopévovs ro evayye- 
3 A 3 id al 3 m~ 3 M4 3 “A fal 
ALov Ek TOU EvayyeEdriou Civ. —|| OVKOUV €Exeivous EevTadla pin 
A ard A’ \ A \ 3 by er) \ 3 8 , 
TOUS GOLKOUS, TOUS YULVOUS pLKpOv, TOS avuTOdéTOUS; éxetvoL Tapa SiOdr- 
~ \ 3 
tov Kat odddpa Bovropévav édpBavov, kai todro vopov eecav, 7 éK 
X 4 a 3 é > , ‘ be ¥ ” A > s . 
vans 7 €€ avayKys, Kat pnoev Exovtes olxofevy avrot Kai ov 
3 4 
avayKn TO cdpatt — Tadra yap av onpaivo: 76 Cj v—Kat wap’ éxelvov 
4 e \ \ LA , ¥ ‘ de e , ‘ A 
EKAOTOS, ols Ta TEpt THS CwTyNpias Kyyehos WY. od Oe apwdles Kat Bodvras 
kat ddvpopévous Kwrodurels, oikiay éxwv Kai Urmov Kai oikérny Kat mapé- 
s \ 93 f ‘ , 4 2 , A 2 5 , a 
CLTOV, OluaL, KAL apyvpLov Kat KLBatiov: SOev od TAHpwpa THS évdelas 6 
, , 3 \ ? ” A A . 3 bd 
Tuyxavers hapBavov, dhda mpooOrjKnv exer Tots mepirrois, Kai ov Tap 
>! @ > ‘ > , % “a ? Y \ 2 , 2 
EKELVOV OV EL omunV, GdAOTpias bé OVAGS TOAELS: OUTW THY évayriay éxel- 
> al “A » > > “\ > / a aS + 
VOLS EV GTTATL XWPELS. TOS OUV OK aia por azrohoyiav Tro“etoOat TOs avdpas, 
A a 
Mpos ovs ovdév Kowvdy ExeErs Kal ols OvdEeY mparrets G.0L07; 
3 > La 
39.—"AN’ éud, dnow, éxeiva Kal of pr SiSdvres ddixodov Touhy 
\ ¢ A 3. ON /, 4 A e A, A” / > > 4 
yap avacav eyo, Kalarep Exacrtos THs avtot’ Kav \dBw wap aKdvrwr, 
4 
ovK GOuKG. — pddiora per Kal oTw Tapavoyyjoes’ Kal Sv yap ef mop, 
D8 , A A 
ovde tovTovs Bidoy, tod vdpov rodro Kedevovros. émevra, ef Kal THs 
, > 49) , lal “ fal A > - A 
Tohews emioKomos ei, Ti pwaAdov Sia TodTO Tas daolKovs KaprTovobaL 
l4 , ‘\ 
modes Sixatos el; 6 yap vdmos ob pds TOds TOANOVS OSE KATA TOV TOdS 
e - 3 ‘4 “‘ 4 
dpopvious HdunKdrwv, GAG Tov Urep Tobrous, TOV THS pYNTPOTOAEWS 
, “A A 
éemlokoTov, € TovTov, TOV év Tais amoikous xpnpdrov dmréxeoOar Kedever 
e A > A 
TOV iepAv. eite odV EmioKOTOV TOVTwY GavTov déwots elvar SiKaiws, EO 
® “ fal > + > al N ‘ > / - ION > 3 
OV M1) TPOTHKEY OvopaTos avTiTOLH, TPOS THY aiTiay tavTHV ovdSev: GAN 
4 ¢€ 4 a , ld ey 7 3 \ ‘ EA ~ 
EWS O VOMOS OUTOS KUpLOS, TAapavopLwr adioky. El wev yap Gro TL OXTHMA 
“A \ “\ ‘ la > > fal 4 3 A y 3OQOr , 
TOVTO 70 GOV, kal Tdv e€ apyfs TeHévrav ovdevds Guowov, OddSe TodTaV 
3 ON iy lal ~ A 
avTos €ival TOY EemioKOTOY TOV vouw edEeiKVUS dpilouévwv, KAAS av 


39,14 déSexrar cf. l7sqq : 
26 cf. I Cor.9:14; cf. Can. Apost. 41. 
29/30 IT Cor. 9:7. 

89,1 rowpv — 2 dracdv cf. Can. 9 Conc. Antioch? 
6 vopos cf. testimonia ad 38,2. 


38,21 xdxeivous] malim (cai rovrous) kaxetvous, Cf. 44,20; 46,19. 39,2 adrod P 


a 
39,13 eelxvus rav vopw dpiLopévav P: rdv vopw opiCopevev édelxvus S 
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4 @ 53% \ , A ; 
evpes, ols Gv Tas Oikas Tod vduou TovTou Siédvyes: Exel O° ovdEeY ETEpOV 
¢ 4 N\ vn 40 A Nv Ad 3 , 14 e 
evpyoes cavrov, Kav odddpa Cyrions, 7 ov émioKoTOY pnTpoTd\Ews ot 
/ A € , Xs A € A “A lal 
vopobérat Kadovow, vmddoiTov 7 Tapavopety opodoyely, | 7 cavT@ 
/ , A 4 A a 
Bovddpevov apydve, Tov véuou Katyyopey aéixiav, dy o€Bev Gudpoxas. 
3 be “ & , 3 , ‘ A » , e ~ N A 
ei 0€ TO OevTEpOY EmLopKia Kat Tapa Tas OvVOHKaS, EXOU TO TPOTOV. 
r) ry > &@® 3 
40. "ANN od’ ois eEnrarHOns ws eins érioxotos TOV amoLKLOV, odbe 
a > 3 4 “A \ 7 4 3 oN 7 4 \ “A 
ratr e€edéyxew ToAAGy Kai ToKihov yévour av Adywv: Tiva 5€ TadTA; 
TODS EmLTKOTOUS EKAOTYS AVTOS alph Kai THY xelpa Sidws Kal 7d TELA 
A \ \ A A / , \ UN 4 A 4 o 
Kahels: Kat dua TOUTO TOU Opdvov SpadtTy, Kat THY TéALY DavTOd TOL EivaL 
, \ \ 3 4 a la > A e , e A \ > \ 
vouicers; cot d€ ovk éotiv, 6s TOV adTaV ardvrwy vanpEEV Kat Eis THY 
4 4 \ A A 4 \ “\ e 4 3 A 3 
Tpamelav jyaye Kal THS KEeparys HWaTo Kal THY LepwovVHY aveElTEV; OV 
“\ »” \ \ A A + + , > A ' A A 
yap oixofev Kai mapa cavrod tabr exes AaBav. odKxodv bia TodTO Kal 
THS TOLMAVTLKHS KOLWOVELTW Kal THY TOALY GYETW KAL TOV ETLOKOTOV TAVTA- 
A 5 , S be ‘ , ie € A “A > be \ , 
Xoo dexvitw, od € pT) XaAETrALVE, UNO YOU Tapavopety. Et O€ Kal LOyov 
e , A 2 A , , > £f / , N / 
vréxew Sejoav, avros duxdlers, Tis Exéhevoe VOpOS pEplTas | KANpOVOpoUS 
4 A ~ a , 
etvar Tov dvTwv tors Suxalopévors Tovs Sixacrds; wot b€ Kai ovTou SuKd- 
3 3 3 N > 7 A 3 A s3Q> + 3 “ 3 ~ , 
Cova, dN ovk av avdoxoLo THs apxyjs ov8 6vap avrods idety Kowwwvods. 
~ on 3 \ XN ? on] + a > e of , > ~ 
TOS ovv Tav’Ta pev didws Tots Gros a Tap ETEpwY hapPavets, OV TOV 
2. A N , + A ? @ A ‘ “A Ss 4 
avrav dé peTadidws éreuta Tots SebwKOoW OY TUXELY Tapa TOV Ev TADOVTOY 
3 X 3 al 3 > ¢v “A Ed \ ? , “~ \ 
avros aétots; GAN’ OTL ToUTO doOiKOV Kal vouwv Toh€uLovy, DavT@ pev 
A Ky A \ Ly , , 
dpivov Shros ef Kahds émortdpevos, av & addous émPérOar Oernoys, 
A A , 
evbds Hyvénoas. waddov 8, Ti Sei Néywr Erépwv; adits oKéepacHar Set 
/ A , , / 
qTapadimovrTas, 6,TL Tap EeKaoTH TOEL TOV ETITKOTT@V ‘yivETaL MOVOV: 
N A 2 A > , 4 2A 73 nO \ , A 
Kav davys év tals dzoukiass Exwv avTds, TOT HON THY yvounv KupovY: 
> \ XN 4, 3 3 A 4 \ “~ 3 4 Lal 7 
ei O€ ur, pNKeT EvoxAEty paTny TEpt T@V AdXOTPLOV, TOLS KEKTHMEVOLS 
3 “~ 4, > 3 \ 3 Lal A \ 3 , SN 
duds Byrotvta. tiva 8 éoriv éxetva; TO pondevos EreTpépavtos Td Pvora- 
? 3 , ‘\ “\ \ , ‘\ J \ 3 , 4 ? 
OTHplov eiorévar Kal TA pvaoTiKa Ovew, Kai eis TOV avTdOt Opovov Kafilew 
\ e \ A A , A) 45 € 3 A a A 4 lal 3 
Tov iepov. tadra S€ Tis ovK older, Ms Ev ev TH TavTOD TOdEL TOL@Y OUK 
> , n > es , , N e , A 4a 
dducnoes, av & érépwHi wov Torpjoys, || wodds 6 Kivdvvos. TAs obv 


> 7 l4 A /, a \ BE) \ v4 € ld Oe 
ETLOKOTOV OE TPOTEPOVPEV TOAEWS TS TOV APXLKOV Opdvov 6 vopos ovde 


40,3 yeipa 8i8ws Can. 4 Conc. Nic.; Can. 2 Cone. Nic. Secundi. 

10 duxdZers Can. 9 Conc. Chale.; Can. 14 Conc. Antioch; Can. 125 Conc. 
Carthag. 

11/12 Suxdfovow cf. Can. Apost. 34; Balsamon ad Can. 12 Cone. Car- 
thag., edd. Rhalles-Potles, III,323sq. 

21 tiva — 24 xivdvvos cf. Can. Apost. 35; Can. 2 Conc. Constantinop.; 
Canones 13 et 22 Conc. Antioch.; Can. 3 Conc. Sard.; Zonaras et 
Balsamon ad Can. Apost. 35, edd. Rhalles-Postes, I1,47, 48; Dem. 
Chomatiani Resp. 7 ed. Pitra, Analecta VII,635; litterae Germani 
Patr. ad. Ioh. Apocaucum a. 1235 scriptae, edd. Rhalles-Potles, V, 
106sqq.; Blastares Syntagma littera X, c.16; Miklosich-Mueller, 1,57 
(a. 1316); cf. decretum Synodi Michaelis III Patr. tempore habitae, 
cf. Grumel, Regestes, nro 1149; Miklosich-Mueller, II,110; 131; 199; 
111,223; 390 et al.; cf. contra, Balsamon ad Can. 2 Conc. Constan- 
tinop. Sec., edd. Rhalles-Potles, 11,172. 
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“A A A “A € , “A , XN 
mpoa.dety 6G; od S€ Gov, tots Baciretow Gpoiws, TOV TOAEMV pEV 
4 A > A @ v 
TéUTEW Yyewovas ExdoTn, Tacdv 6 ovdeyv HTToOV apxeww. 
A A A , 
41. Kai rovro tovs einfeorépovs trav iepéwv éFaratncay, pupiov 
>? Q ? A # be > el Oe ? N \ 
EVEMANTE TAS TOAELS KAKOV. EaTL OE OV TOLOVTOV, OVOE TAVTHV POS TOUS 
4, 3 “\ 3 > a ‘\ “\ 4 e 
ddXovs o@les THY Taw, odd eyyds, GAN HV Tpds TOvS yapous 6 vopoO- 
c) “ b' ‘ / \ \ 
Béryns Exes Kai 6 vupdaywyds’ Exetvo. yap avtovs KabioTavTes, Kal Tas 
A A , e€ Q A A e XN A 
yuvatkas otvoixilovtes Tots avopdow, 6 pev TO Tpopvacba, 6 b€ TO 
> fal A A A A 3 4 \ 
TOV TpdTrov Gpilew bv wyerOat Sel, TOD AouTOD TAY oiKiGY améxETAL. Kal 
~ 3 SQA 4 \ 4 A e 4 ‘\ \ \ @ 
iy elOns, oKxebar TO Tapaderypa THs iepwovvyns, TOV Xpiorov, Kal ob 
A A io A 4 XN , A 
pipnpa was Goticovv: Ti ovy éxelvos, ov deamdrns Kal vuudios THs 
3 , 3 , > A 3 , 4 3 4 . N 
exkdyoias éotiv; ovKobv émedav tie modu éyxepilys, abtos vuuda- 
5 , A ‘ , A 3 > 
YwYOS €l, Kal TPO TOvTOV TOV mpéTOVTA CHT@Y, TA VomobETOU ToLEtS: GAN 
A A A 4 ¢€ “A >) \ A A 
OUTE EKELVOL TAS ‘YUvalKaS YYOUVTAL TPOTHKELY EaUTOLS 7) TAS TOV YUVALKOV 
A A A , A 
ovoias 7 KUptol ye Eivas TOV OVT@V OUTWOGOdY, 6TL THY OiKiav avTots 
\ “\ A A Ld 
ouveKpoTncay atacav, ov lavrwy, ov pera TehevTHY TOV avdpav, ovTE 
: A > 4 A “A ‘\ “ 
av Sika ounces, ei Ta TOV GhXwV TOLLEeVOY GavTOD VvomleEls. Kat yap 
A A , 4 
@vovacrnpiov Kat Opdvev Trav év tais amoixois TovTov yapiv 6 vdpos 
e¢ Aa 3¢7/ N\ ‘4 A A 7 oA A / \ “A A 
vas e€€Bare, Kat mpds ye TOV Ovpdv adtav THs wodews, Tpiv 7) pabety 
A 4 , A 4 
kat Kehevoa. TOV érioKoTor, éemiBaivey o TuVEeXOpHoEV: TOvTO peVv iva 
uabyns as pias wédews €yévov Tounv, To’To b€ 7o oXHMa THs apyys 
OTotov, Ws ov dermdTNS EL Kal TA GavTOU didws Tots GAdows oikovopety, 
\ \ ef 3 X , 4 > , , > > een 
Tpos THY Sdnv apx?v Kabamep Siaxdvors Exelvors Kpapevos, GAN Eevos 
4 4 , , 
deomdtov mavres mepiémere viudnv Kal dmws Kart Kal d&popos 
av A An d iC xe A A / e , } \ N > , 
vT@ THpnOn dpovrilere, Kal tepacbe mavrTes Gpoiws Sia THY éxEivov 
, A , 7 “\ A ? a+ , 3 , 
Xap, TovTO wovov ahd ots, THY xEtpa, SaveilovTes. ovTE TOiVUY éxEivwr 
A \ A A 
TapaKepoavels ovdev, ovTE THY UTd Xelpa uy Bovdomévwr: od yap dzral- 
, 2 8 iY: , av 5 , ¢ 4 , A cy, ea 
THOELS avTOS ovdE Pidoy, KdV Exeivous || 6 Vdmos KEhety TOV dvTaV dyiv 
a * N , , 2 A 3 3 
KOLWOVELY, 1) TOV TOLMeVva amrohéceELs’ Ov yap av Sivato Touuny 7’ eivar 
A C4 “A \ 4 \ \ / 3 N > 
prcbodopev, Orr Tousavtucys Kal pucbapvias mokd TO pévov. eel pnd 
+ , a i“ aA XN A 
dAdo Tt kahécets 0 hapBavers 7 prc Oov, Tov TpdroV ToDTOV LawBavov. 
\ 4 \ A “A A > 
42. "Kore pev yap te kai tots dyabots moipéoe rapa TOV apyopéver, 
\ 7 3 5 + ¢€ “ A 
Kat hapBavovow, add’ et tis Exon Sidwor- Sodvar S€ 7) Bovdopévots odkK 
EvoxyAovo. 6 Tots pmevy HvoovTW Ev j LTOoELELW & ( 
x . 6 TOLS pev OWWovTW Eevyvapooivys amddetw ExEL, TOV TOL- 
, de Oe A o A \ > \ aN A , A 
péva, O€ ovdev padhov eivar Tol piobwrov: ov yap amd THS yvauns TOV 
} 56 td? 3 a > A ON S / A 9 nN 
wOovTav, adN’ €€ wv Exeivor BovdovTaL Kai ywwCKOVEL, KpLWod[LEV adTOdS 
\ hé \ de 3 A 3 \ 7A \ 3 N lA b) A Q 
Kal KahETopEV. OV OE ATTALTOV, El weV EiKH Kal OVOEVOS YapLY, dOUKELS Kal 
\ nN A A 3 3 ¢ \ 3 A e , \ , 
Ta AnoTwV moves: EL O OTL TOLD Ei, THS t“epworvys picbdv apPBaves. 
Noe 3 A e ma >» 9 \ \ A 
Kal ty’ elds ws TOOT éoti pic Bdv exew, ob 76 NapBdvew amdds, GAA 7d 
) A / 4 A A A r) 
amarovvTa hap Pavew, oKépar TOV Tapa TOV avOpaTOY THs aperns erat- 
7 4 A 4 ~ A 
vov, Tow yiveTaL TOV Epywr piaOds* ov Tos LynTrovoL. Kat TdavTa 


41,15 vouos cf. testimonia ad 40,21. 


21 cf. Cant. 4:7. 
42,10 cf. Mat.6:2, 5, 16. 


B a 
41,22 typ 07 atta P 
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A > > 8 3 A A A A 
Towovaw, apd av av raBelv SuvyOetev; rots yap mpos Oedv pdovoyv opacwv 
54 N \ \ X A , A 
gore pev Kal Ta Tapa Tov avOpdérwv GOda, Tov Cévrwv mpds érideréw 
ovdev Hrtov, OTL dé avr L pnoev vmép atrTa é J 

; € avrépara Kai pndev vmép avTav pnxavwpévois, ov 
hoyileras pods. 
e XN Oy A 
43. ‘Os pev obv prcbodopets, Secxview ov Seirat Adyov. Toro S€é 7pds 
A > lal \ 4 
TO aioxp@ Kat ovTa cou peyadny exer Cnpiav, dor ei Kat Sixatws ampjrers 
“\ “a a “A 
Kai Tots eiohépovaw ovdev értyye BiaBos 7 xopnyia, Tov Kepddv Sikaiws 
ba) 37 , 
dv é€€xpovae tovtwv. mpGtov pev yap ovdenia oo KeioeTar Tapa TOV 
> , 4 
dpyYopevov evvo.a, eet ovd ddetderar, GANA KaOdEp Tots XEeLpoTexvais 
~ ¥ a lA 
TOV Epywyv ot. KaTaBadXovar Tovs picOHods oddEepiay EeloovTaL XApLV. EoTL 
A \ \ 4 A 
pev yap ody xpela Tals mOAECL TOUTOU TOD yévous, Kav TIS EKBady TOUS 
¥ A 
dvdpas, ovdev Kkwdve. waaas evOds arohwdévat Tas TOES: Kal yap Kal 
évovoacba ‘\ , @ . >. A \ e 5 , @ x 3 ld 
u Kat ournoacba Kal oikjoat Kai virodvoacGat, Kai apooar 
Kat wreboa. Kat Tetxn wepiBaréobat Kai Orda, Kai TdAAG OU wv Hiv 6 
, BS xf \ A 
Bios ev exer Kal ouvéoryn THY apxTy, | XElpoTeXvav Epya’ Kai eipyvns 
\ 4 , A ‘\ , A A e , 
Kat wok€uov tvyydvev Kahas, kat Siuadépe tOv KaipOv éxatepov 7 
mTpoonKov eat. Kal cvpd€épov, aunxXavov, pI TOUTWY TA avTaV Huly eioa- 
, / de X A A > \ e A ,  e A ‘ 
yovtav. ti S€ 76 KwdDov GaTHpas avrods tyeiobar Kat vmepdirely Kat 
Kowovs evepyéras Kat oikurras Kal TodLovxous Kal Ta ToLadra dvopale; 
e \ a \ , 3 \ > “A A N A A 3 
6 pcos, ovTos yap TavTa avrovds adatpEettat TadTa Kal TOV TOhA@Y OvK 
2A » , A , , 2 A \ 9 , 
é& eva BedAriovs, TOV TE peydrwv TovTwv ayalav Tovs ev TaBovras 
> , ” b) al > 3 e N e_eN A 4 e A ‘ 
ddetkéras éxew ov ovyxwpet: GAN ot pev VITEp TAY TUVEXOVTOY NuLY TOV 
A A , s 
Biov radaurwpodvra: Kat movotow, of dé dia Tovs éxeivwv mTovous ev 
4, “A XN £ > \ A > A > A 3.7 e A 
mpaooovTes TOV pev ws ovdErds TOV GyafGv avTois aiTiwY UTEpopac~Y, 
éavrots S€ Kai Tots d6BoXots THY Xap ywdoKovot: Tov trov TpdroV Kal 
A A ld 
oe 76 pucbodopeiv ebvoias amdons, aidods dmdons Toye. mperovons 
GTO TEPEL. 
A A A io \ 
44. Mi yap dmaré rots hawopévors pynde mpayya eivar vomile THY 
\ + , 7 A ‘ ? 3 bs XN Q\ 
oKnviy, « oe TavTwv didtatov Kahovot Kal TyLMTaTOY, GAA Ta [EV 
A Lal 3 “ > , \ 
elvat Tov Séovs, eviaBoupévous ph TL xXelpov Els avToUS Epyaoy KaKor, 
A A s - ‘ ‘ 
Kaddrep Kat dvdpatodurrat Tots dodo Tiptoe Kal TUpayVOL Kal AnoTAL 
rois kata xebeion Kai Tuparvoupevots eiciv’ Gv & vrepBas 76 Tpoorwretov 
: , X , ‘ \ + 5 18 A ‘ e 2 2 A 
éLerdoyns THY yvaunv Kal Ta Evdov tons KaA@s, TavToY EvpHoeEs Exel 

, ‘ 4 be aN dé ‘ 2 N + A 

mounevos pev exovta pnoev, paddov O€ Tia Kal oiKTpOY avUpwmor, XEt- 
A \ , yoe , a , > a 2 , > 
pwovakTav Kai Kamyjhwv ovdev Bedtiw, 0 Tivos ov XELpOV ETTL Cypias, et 
A , , 3 “A 3 A 
7a, Tavrov havrdrara Ths Oavpacrns Tavrns amohavces apX7s, ov Wuxas 
A , 
dvOpdrrav dv, ob yvdpas Sovlwcdpevos, od diryfeis mpos ahyeaayr, 
A , ‘\ 
ob Tyunfels, GAN Somep év Tols Spduacw oi Tods UraTovs Kal TOUS OTpa- 
A , A 4 4 
rnyovs eioidvres, oX}MA pdvoy Kal whdopa Kepddvas Tihs. Ererta. ovoe 
A , N , ¢g 
Ta mpos avOpaerous Svaruyxeis pdvov ob6€ méxpt TOVTOY THY Cyutay ioTnoW 
e XN > b' XN A > EY A A 3 tAN A “a , 
6 pucbds, GANA Kal TaV ev otpar@ yepdv exBaddre, THY TOS TOLMETW 
A - \ \ ¢ N 
drroxerévav: od yap dderérnv er ris iepwotvys Tov Xpurrov Efeis, 76 
\ 
xpéos admav Stakvodpevos 0Bor@’ | ddvvatov yap éxeivev TE py) Suapap- 


43,14 xwAvov P 
44.8 yeipwv P 
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, ? > N Q lal , 
Tey Kat Tatra aPelv, GAN’ dvayKn Odrepov. eet pyde TOV Tévyot 
& ‘ \ 3 lA 
Xopnyovvrav 7 vyorevdvrav  mpowevxopévwv, ot tov Bedv a&OdobErnv 
\ , id 
Exovres TOV Epywv ok ayaTOcw GANA Kal TOV Tapa avOpaTos KOwV 
A A > 3 w~ 3 
épaow, kat Tovtwy Kaxeivov Suvyoovray Tuxeltv, add’ évTadOa THs dpot- 
A - N ‘ 
Bis To wav éxovow admwéxovart yap, dno, tov piacbov 
> “A Ss eo ? , > 4 2 “A A A / 
QZUT@V. Kal waTEp Exelvouvs ovK EoTW ev TO KAIPO TOY oTEddvoV 
- A 3 N @ N 
éhenpootyny émideifacbar } éyKpareav 7) GAAnv Hvriwodv aperiv, Hs 7d 
\ \ \ e lA 
Epyov €v TH YT] puKpas amrédovro Sd€ns, ovTws ovde od pera Ths iepwodtvns 
? , A A ‘\ A > +f \ A id A , al 
Tore havyon TH dikaorH. Kat Tas avé—En pera TOV iSwwrdv TéTE OTHVAL 
> ¢€ 7 e ? A 
Kat TOU GEeuvod TovTov oXHMaTOS 6PORvar yupvos, amdons 6pdons THs 
oikoupérns; 
¥ 4 
45. — Ti odv 6 Xpurrds ef ye 75 prc Oodopeiv rocovrwv airov ‘yiverat 
A > “ > , A > , \ > , SN 
KaK@V, EK TOU evayyeXriou Civ éemrpébas pioOdv dvoudle 7d 
A > 
mpaypa; aEtos yap, dnow, 6 épyatyns rod picbod adrod.— 
A a 4 4 
amd THS yvouns TOV Tpocaydvrwv, wel Hs Sel rpocwyew, otrw Kandel, 
A A & 
iv’ eiddow ws od xdpitas KataBaodor Tods SidacKddovs TpéhovTes, GAA 
A iy A $ 
Xpéos éxricovor. Totro dé avtovs, Omep Elzov, ov mrotet picOwrods, GAR 
oe - 
Orav avros éavrov eis picbodopday KaracTHoy, Stay mpotoxydomevos THV 
lepwovvny 7a Toadra dmraiTh. Set rolvy Kal TOv dvayKatwv évdeds Exovra 
\ € , Q > e¢ Sf 7 \ NM € N N 4 4 
TOV lepea Kal Tap EKOvTwV hayBdvey Kal puyndev imép THY xpeEiav, Et ye 
, , A A A N A , ‘ F de ‘ @ A 
pede Trousevos TpGypua Tovey Kat 76 oxTpa o@lew' ei S€ yy, purbwrds 
3 ? \ ? \ \ A 3 4 4 SN N 4 
aKovoe Kal Kamyhos Kal 7a ToLadra dveldy. éyw Sé picAwrov, dv ye 
> A e ”~ de lA A iO A , 4 de X 
avTov v0fdpev pndev BrdrrovtTa 7} aducodvTa apBavew- Srav Se kat 
TavTa pooh, womEep ody mpdcEeoTL, ToTOVTOY ToD picOwrod XElpwr 
2 A ¢g e \ 3 gy N \ , N ce) > al 
EKELVOS, OOOV O MEV OVX toTaTaL Tpos TO BAdTTOV Kal ToTODTOV GoLKEL 
, 3 X “A \ ? 3 la N > , 
povov, aha Jewpet, dyot, Tov AVKov Epxdpevor kai adinat 
‘\ 4 \ , dé 3 > ‘\ UA , la) , 
Ta wpoBata kat devyer, 6 & dvrt dAvKwv prplov rH wolury 
4 \ \ 3 A N , , “A \ \ 
ywerat, 70 yap amatovvTa Kat Bralouevov LapBavery wp@tov pev Tovs 
Toyevas aoiKely éoTt Kal wapavopeiv, éxeta Kai BdréBos exe roils 
3 4 + \ > S e A N al , 
dpxopévors, ov Tu pixpov || o¥8 olov av Kal wepiodOqvar Sixatos, 
46. ‘Os peév yap ddedérar trois woméow éxelvor kat tpodiv, éredav 
, “A td 
déwvrar, Xopyyely kal iudriov dad Tov évdvrwv, elzrou Tis av owas vdpos- 
‘A de “\ , La 4 3 \ N ? \ SN 
TO O€ TOUS Trommevas AkoVTaS EdKELY avTovs Kat BidlerOat pds THv det- 
, 
Toupytav, kaddmep ot TOV TONLTIKOY TpaKTOpES KPNUATwV ToLodoW, oddels 


44,21 Mat.6:2, 5, 16. 

45,2 I Cor.9:14, cf. Can. Apost. 41. 
3 Luc.10:7; I Tim.5:18. 
6 elrov cf. 42,4. 
15 Ioh.10:12. 

46,2 vopos bulla aurea Isaacii Comn. a. 1085, cf. Doelger, Regesten, nro 
1127; decretum Nicolai Grammatici Patr. a. 1086 sive 1101, cf. Gru- 
mel, Regestes, nro 942; Blastares in Syntagmate, edd. Rhalles-Potles, 
V, 515; decretum Isidori Patr. a. 1347, edd. Miklosich-Mueller, 1,256; 
decretum Callisti Patr. a. 1354, edd. Miklosich-Mueller, 1,335. 
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exéXevoe vowobé yo € iarety ; { S 5 . 
woberns, ovd exovow eEimety: TovvavTiov pev ovv, BY 
wv 3 , ED ? \ ¢ “\ 
éx tTuvos avayKys % Bias, dyno, kat Exaotos Kkados Tpo- 
~ ~ , ~ 
G@ipetTar TH Kapdia, Kal wotpativere TO EV VEtV Tol- 
“\ > ~ 3 A 3 
pviov ph advayKacTas pnd aicypoKkepdads. ov yap & 
> , e “A b dt no A “\ , lou 2 AN a 
Tis elo épey OTLody é€ote Sixatos, NON Kav py BovdrynTar TOUT avTO TroLELY 
\ 5 5 4 \ »+ 3 4, “A 7 YA 3 \ \ “ 5 7 
Kat Svddvat, Kal aKwv elodépew ay ein OlKaLos: EEL KAL TOVS DTOVOaLOUS 
id “~ “\ , \ A e ‘4 , 7 \ e 
aidetoBar Kat céBew Kat orehavoty vmdxpewm KabécTapev TavTEs, Kal ob 
A \ “~ A 
mepiopavres Sea Tovodaw, add’ OVK ATaALTHOOVOW EKELvOL TAS TYAS’ Et 
S 3 J, ev l4 > 4 4 A A > iA , 
ATALTHTOVT LW, OUTW TPOOPA GOLKHTOVO LY, MOTE KAL TAS ETXATAS TITOVTL 
, + A e , ~ ~ “Q 
Sikas, ef ye TYLwpLdv 7H peyioTy Tols VOY EXOVOL TOUS TOVOUS VTOMEVOVTAS 
XN e \ 3 A A A Bld 3 , , 
rovs vireép apetns WevoOqvar tov GOd\ov: amwéxovar yap, yor, 
A \ 3 “~ \ \ SN > iA \ lal 
Tov picbov avTtav. — Tov Sé Xpiordv ov Opépar dua av 
4 3 4 ~ \ “~ 4 3 \ > ~ \ ~ e€ , 
Tmevytov odetherar TagW, Kal TodTO vomos éoTiv adTov Kat Tots vTEpBai- 
e , ~ 4, 5 3 > \ ,.A “~ aN \ 4 
vovow 7 yéevva, KetTar dikn; — GAN’ odbdeis Emi TOTO TOUS uN BovropEvous 
Y B) ? v., \ > 4 4 \ ® > A ¢ v4 aN \ 
édxew afimoeev Gv’ TOO aiTLov, OTL KAL OVTOS KAKELVOS O VOMOS Kal TA 
“A 4 , \ Lal S A Y 
rovavTa mavra odAnpata ovx Umép TOV Ev TAaTXOVTWY TOTOUTOV, TOV 
A 5S A , 4 A 
imep TV ed ToLOvVTwY errevonOn, iva THY THY GuopirOV ayamnv Ev avTOLS 
> , \ \ 3 \ > , A ‘\ 3 4 > 4 ‘\ 
avEjnoy Kal pos apeTnv aden Kal TpOS EVYYHLOTVYNY aoKNON, Kat 
, lA 
rovs evepyéras emuywdoKew TapacKevdon. add’ ei pev ExdvTes Kal TpoOv- 
A ~ “A , N\ , 
povMEVvoL TODTO TOLOvGL, TO TOD Vouov BovANUGa mTeEpalveraL, Kal Elenpova 
x) ‘\ “A 4 
Kal evyvapova Kat mpos apeTHY Exovoay dia TOV Epywv TovTwY KaTa- 
oKevdlovar THY Wuynv: ef & dkovres, ote PiravOpwriav ovTe GAAHV 
3 BN 3 ~ A 3 , \ “ i> > 7 \ aN ~ 
dpernv abt} mporéOynxav ovdepiav, kai Tiv ovaav eF€Baov, kai TO picos 
3 iA “~ “ 7 ~ a) 3 4 4 
eipydoavro peilov Kal pupiav tats Wuxats édé€avTo BAaPnv. 
47 ‘O 4 3 “ 5 “ “\ , \ + ’.N \ , , 
. ‘O roivuy a€tdv 61a TOV VopOV Kal GkovTAs emt THY XopHylav TavTHv 
3 , , ¢ Q\ “\ A , A ~ \ 3 aA \ 
éehavve, édybev || éavtdv Kara Tod vopov Tobro Twowwy Kat GOUuKO@V Kat 
A >: 8 , A , Q A , A 3 oe Q A 
Tapavopav, Sv ev vouile TO vou@ Kat TO dixaie BonOetv. ei d€ Kat Tadra, 
, i‘ \ 3¢ A + A ‘ A A , ‘ A , 
vowos nv Kat e€jv, Ede. ovvopay TO TV TOANGY TupPEpov, TO Tod IlavAov 
> > 4 , 
hoyiLopévous: mavra por €€eaTtiv GAN ov TWaVTA TUPHEpEL. 
ei pev cavrov (yreis adedetv, Kal ToUTo pdvov amd TOV hevTovpyLar, 6,7 
x“ , ~ 3 7 ‘\ 3 , , ‘ 7 
dv xepSdvps, (nrets, ob mpoopmpevos Tovs eiodépovras py TL Kat BrAdBos 
“~ A , “A > \ \ 4 
dws THs herovpyias avtots amavriocyn, Shros eb py Ta wpdPaTa 
3 A 4 
Béokorv, GddAd gavrov, Kal TOY ToIévwY ExElvOUS pLLOUPEVOS, 
aA 4 “ 4, N N , b) 3 , 
of ro wayd ochadlovat Kal TO TAAV@PEVOY OVK ETLTTPE- 
3 ¢€ \ A 
hovel, Kai TO TVYTETPLMBMEVOV TEpLopHoww. Ei 0 wvmép TeV 
4 , , \ la aA ? > , 3 , 
SiSdvTwv Lap Pavers, cKebar TOV TpdToV KAP dv KapPavuev ovycets ExElvovs, 
>’ ? , \ 9 “ * \ , > 4 > \ \ \ 
ov Brdibeus: ris 5é Exeivos; Gv THY YvounY avayerys. El yap Tapa pH 
A a \ 4 
Bovdopévov Kat ameddv adrois kal katapmpevos Kal Doiparioy évexv- 
, / \ \ 3 , ” \ ld @ be 9 aN ‘ 3 
pialwv \aBous, TO pev apyvpiov Exers, TOV avOpwrov OE amwhEeras’ OUK 
» \ e b) , “ , \ ? e , ‘ 
dSnrov yap, ws amootpadycerat Kat pronoer Kat Biarov nynoerar Kat 


46,5 II Cor.9:7. 
7 I Petri 5:2; cf. Can. 4 Cone. Nic. Secundi. 
15 Mat.6:2, 5, 16. 
16 Mat.25:35-46. 
47,5 I Cor.6:12. 
8 sqq., cf. Ezech.34:1-4. 
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ld 2 A - A 3 a 
TEOVEKTHY Kal OVOEY NMEPWTEPOY TOV hopodywv avTav. TovToV dé avrots 
\ ‘ , / 
petlov obdepia yévour dv BraBy. €or pev yap 76 wdvrwv AvowreMoTATOV 
, e A > , ‘N SN e , 
TOULEVAS ElvaL: TO yap THY GwTnpiav Huly épyaldpevov Kal Ta HuérEepa 
4 4 
TAVTA TUvexoV, iepwovvn. TOVTOV KAKOV GvTippoTOV, TOLVAYTLOV, TOLMEVAS 
A A ld a 3 “A > 4 
pn elvar- radrny év Tots Tovypots THv Taéw Exov, Hv év Tots errawouvpévots 
loa) 4 A ? > ? 9S b 
éxetvo, ToUTOV 67) ToD ToVypoTaTov, Aéyw TOU TroLMévOV EpHmovs Elvar TAS 
A A ~ N 
mwohels, TO TapdvTas TOvS Toysévas pucetcbaL ToTOUTO XElpov KaKOD, 
“~ \ Q\ \ 2 
600 TO peév €ore pndev Trap’ éxelvav @dbedeia bar, 7d S€ Kat Brdmwrec Ban. 
A “ ec a > , 
48. Tatra kat rods év rots hpovriaTyptois povayxors tyiv éerodeuwoe, 
~ a 4 \ e 
Kat ovdey ovtws éyOpov as émioKkomos povaxots, of mapidyTe pev UrT0- 
A S \ , a“ ‘\ 
xwpotor dedorxdtes, domep Tupavve, A\dOpa Sé 7a. Sewvdrara KaTapavrat Kat 
, 4 bd 
TY Tapovoiay éxtpémovrar kat THY Déay domwep Topydvos: Kav Tivos 
3 ”~ iA 4 , \ ? aA 3 | a 3 
adopyns \dBwvrat, Kaxnyopias mpocéOnkav, kai mavTa Cnrotow ad’ ov 
A a > al N 4 
av Bradway Kady tis 71 TowdTov elan, hitos odtos avrots Kal héyov 
al A 4 LA 
novs: av 8 amobarn, | Xatpovot uahXrov 7) ei AnoTav éxpdrnoav. evyovrat 
de 4 N > ee 4 S , A > 5 > sf “ 
€ wahiora pep el oldv Te, wndéva Tov Opdvov axel, ei 8 avdyKy, waKpov 
A A , “A ‘ ‘A + 
yobv Twa xpovov Epnuov éxtavar Tod Kabypévov, 7} Kat tov dptavra 
A > A 94% > A A N \ , ‘\ ‘\ , 4 
THS apxTs evOus exmeceiv: av dé waxpov Bidn Kai Tov Opdvov éxy, Svca- 
vaoxeTovot Kal mpos Tov Gedy Bodor, Kal Kabdzep ot pera Seapadv Sov- 
Aevovres Bop Kat Sdxpvor tov édevfépiov évradfa Kadodor. Kal radra 
ToLova WW, OVX OTL Vo“wV pds avdTovds Eexelvos péuvnTar Kal diiocodiay 
amaitel Kal TOV iOpwTwv yénovta Biov, Kat Sid. TOUTO TuKPds adTols éaTL 
‘\ S e A 3 > v4 , 3 iA ‘ ‘ ia 
Kat xXahemos palupotow, add’ dru ddépovs eiompdrre Kal ras tpodas 
é ‘ , N A , 3 A 3 , A A 3 3 ‘ 
eis oTevoy Kafioryor Kal Thy Teviay adrots éerutpiBer Kat Sutdhv eis adTods 
éemideixvuTar THY picavOpwriav, ovre TGV Toudtov heddpevos, Kal TAS 
Yuxas avrots doh\vpévas 7O pds abrov dmexOGs Eye wEpiopdv. Técovs 
A Ss 
ole. wévytas év Tols Ppovriarypious eivas, Kal TovTovs mpecBiras Kal 
a 
mavraxobev oixtpovs, ols pupiov Seouévors BonOnudrwv mpos rh 
Tavrodarny appwartiav, ovd evredods dptov pérertiuv, dc0s av mav- 
A “\ A 
geev avtois Tov Aywdv; Tos 81 ToLovrovs dvOparovs AwmoduTels év 
A , lal lA A 
T@ Peper, THY KoWHV oikiay ovABY, Kal Séov otkoHey Kal Tapa cavTOd 
A x ? ral A ? 
Tovey ev, Tapapviiay tats ouudopais pnxXavepevov, ov Taparpéxers 
, > de dio yOe > Aa ‘ A ” A 3 A N 
HOvov OVOE METAOLOWS OVOEV, GAAA Kal THS OVaNS Tpod>s adaipels Kal 
, A - N > ?, A A , , N 
Tapatpwyes THS palyns. Kal ov Sédouxas THY TOD mAovoiov Sibay Kal 
‘A 3 A fal NX 3 A ‘ A 93 N \ > 3 A A 
THY amo THS proyos otpwynv Kat Tod ’ABpadp Tiv Kar advrod Whdor, 
Kaitot ToAV Tov tovaiov éxeivov wept Tods Aaldpous Tovrous dudrepos 
” ‘ b' , A A 
Ov; 0 pev yap Tapyer pdovov pndewias a£idv mpovoias tov &vOpwrov, ov 
oe \ SN ” ‘ A 949 @ ¢€ SS c) A p) , x 
€ 70 KAaKOV avers, Kai Tolls ad’ OY 6 iwos abrots dypubrepos ora 
‘ , N A ‘ V4 A 
Kat Bapvtepov 76 ‘yipas Kai 7 vooos xadeTwrépa, Kal tadra tis Ov, Kal 
a. a e ) e S \ \ , “ ‘\ A a, 
TWAS; O TATHP, O KNOEL@V, TA TEKVA, TOUS Tpds ae BdéETOVTAS. 
> > » A 
49. — A)’ ei ros ddpous dvijicw, dyoiv, obdév dpewov éxelvor mpdéov- 
a fs \ S39 +» Y \ N 3 > «+ ” , 
ow ov yap mpos exelvous Her TO wrapeHev, add’ érépwv ~rrat Képdos mov- 
4 A A A 
TOVVTWV. — OUKODY EEL KaNOS TroLOdY TOUS TheovéKTas Siadvyov eis TAS TAS 
> A A 3 2 >! , kal ve 4, A ce A a 4, 
évérrece || xeipas tapyvpuov 7 70 curiov 4 7d iudriov 4 Grid, 6 Lap Paves, 


48,25 wrovciov — 28 avOpwrov cf. Luc.16:19-26. 
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, > A. , , 3. A , A ‘ > A , , > 
Ti 1) TOV TEvHTwY TOvTwWY avtika yiverat; 7) THY éviwy mreoveiay Ti pr 
r 4 3f¢ 7 . > ‘A 3 , A “ A 3 , A 3 
koddles, é€dv wor; ov yap éxeivovs waGAdov 7} cavrov airidoyn TOV abi- 

4, a ‘ A > : , 4 
KnLaTwWV TovTWV, Kal THS dpEopévns Sixns mpd TovTwY avTos DirevOuVOS 
a a eA N 8 A N § , ‘ 5 A N , \ 
el, Os aipf Tovs Siavopets, Kal Soxuyudlew Kai dopPovobar Kat mavew Kat 
NN , id : Tt AS , hé aN : 3 \ A . . Ff ¥ ‘ 
Kohdalew KUpuos el. Kai Ti Aé€yw KddaoW; Ei yap TOVTO pdvoY El7roLS Kat 
5 i e.. aN m4 9 A A 3 86 A , 
mpooelEns, ws éharTroupévwr év Tais Kowais dvaddcect TOV TEVATWY XaheE- 
A 4 AY A y : 3 9 f 
mOs €€es, TO TAY HYVES. GAN’ olwar oKHLs TadTa Kal Adyos GAwWSs Kal 
58 Sa aG. DILELO” OS RSS A Xr itn A. ¢ A> 93 a 
ovdey wyiés’ Duets b€ ws adixette hopodoyovrTEs, Kat OTL TOUT EaTW O 
4 : aA . ral 
wdvra avatpémer Kal wacav eiodyer Kakiay Kal Thy pos vas ayamnv 
> , N A A F A : ; A 
éxBddder Kai rv aid@ Kai uxas dmdddvoL, TavTaxdbev yiverar SHdov. 
“\ N a A A A , A A A 
ov 8€ héyous Gv TOV Cyuidv ToTépav YH Kovdorépav, THY TOV adEekPOv 
“A nm A lal A aA 
) tév dBodkav- Kal Tdv dvopaTwy cavT@ ToTépayv aipfh pepidoa, Tov 
A 
picbwrov Kal Tov AvKOV, } TOV TroLMEeva; 
, \ “\ A 
50.— Nai, dynor, 76 6€ paxpov Bos mod Ojoes; ov yap xOes 
N , »¥ A : 
Kai wpanv np€ato Tatra: tv b€ cuvyderav advTi vopov 
A e 4 ? 5 S , ‘ 3 \ 4 
Kparety ot vopoléra. daciv. — adda padioTa pev ovxt marat 
Aa > 3 v4 LENS A “\ a > , cd 3 w~ ¥ 
TavT érokpynOn, ovde TuVEXE’s TOUS TOLOVTWY Epyatas ExeELs ElTEelV- ETreELTA 
7 > , e la , ¥ ~ A 3 la 
cuvyfevav ov TavTHV 6 vowos GuvioTnoL, et TL TohdotsS AThOS ErpaxOn 
N “ 4 5 bs’ ba S “A A > e “A 
Kal ToVV Xpovoyv, 7 yap av TOhAaS TOY TOVNPLOV EKVPwWOEV, WS AV TOd- 
Adkis mapa ToAN@Y ToApnOeioas, GAN éxetvo KUptov Elva Kat VOoWwV 
> \ 4 e , ‘ A \ A > \ = \ , 
inxov éxew of vopobérar daciv, 6 mpds 7 eiwds civar Kal WHdov 
rervynke SuxacTav. davayvoht tov vopov: TOTE KEXPHMEDA TH 
? \ , A 3 , 4 > 
cuvyndeia rivdos worEews H Emapxtas, d6tE audio Byrn 
A > , 3 , \ , A 
Getca év OuxaotTynpio éeBeBatwhn. Kat wah: THS TVYT- 
Getas Kat THS xpHnoews H adlevtia ovK émt ToToOdTOY 
iaxver, @s Kal TOV AOYLo MOV Kat TOV VOMOV VTEPVE- 
A 4 , sQA ea e , ” SQA A 
Kav. obrw Sikaov ovdev tuiv ai mpoddces Exovow ovd€ cELVOV 
oveé evrpdcwmor, adda Tapavopette KapTpHs ot TUPAaVVOL, VOMOV TAYTAXOD 
TOLOUPEVOL TO SOKODY. | 
51 a \ , > \ \ > ‘ v 2M A > A x 
- “O Kat Oavpdlo, ei Thy péev ioxdv aracav amo THS apxTs EXETE, 
\ > \ \ e€ A ¢ , A , Suvad ‘ ”~ , ” 
Tv apxnv € byiv of vduot Tovovat, Tive OvVapEL KATA TOV VOLwY XwpELTE; 
A A a A 
Kat ws ouxev od Syvdper vopwv ov lox TIS apX]s, } Tapa TOV Vo“wY 
¥ e€ A 3 > > , a > - A ? lA 
Zorw bpiv, GAN iSworicyny twa Sivayw eiodyovres Tovs aaBeverréepous 
e A A 
dv of vdéuor Kuptovs mowtaow aroorepetre. 7 S€ ToLavrTn Svvapus Kal 
A A e A , 
rupdvvev yévour’ av Kal meipatdv Kai AnoTay, ols apKel mpos TO TavTA 
A ‘ , A , A nN ee A A SN , 
ToApay TO xpypaow 7) whyOe Kparety 7 pduyn XepOv 7 To LavOavovras 
émitiPer Pan. Ti obv TOV TOLXWPUXOY 7) GVTLVOUY TOLODTOY EXavVELS, TOV AUTOV 
A A » 4 4 bs 
bmedOvvos dv; 7% SetEov, 6 Bedriwv ef mwEpi Tods vopwouvs avros. TL yap 
3 A \ “A \ , A ” > 7 4 ‘\ 
éxeivos* vuKTos mAaVaTaL; Kat TL TODTO €yKAnpa; GAN Ste we GTrrwV; Kal 


50,1/3 cf. Basilica I1,1,42; Epanag. II,12 (I1,241sq., edd. Zepi); Proch. auct. 
XL,32 ( VII,316, edd. Zepi). 
9 Basilica 11,1,43(1,39, ed. Heimbach); Synopsis Basil. N, V1,22 (V,446, 
edd. Zepi). Epanag. 11,12 (11,241, edd. Zepi). 
11 Basilica 311,51 (1,40, ed. Heimbach); Synopsis Basil. N,V1,30 
(V,446, edd. Zepi). 
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, A » “ ‘ 
Tis Omdileo Oar Kex@duKE VOwos; GAG Ti TAdiKnpA; TOV dvT@V TOdS wNdEV 
~ “A 3 , E 4 , 
nounkdtas dtoorepel: TodTo 817) TO oOv. GAN’ ov ToLadTas ~xer Tpoddces 
~ : , ‘ “\ bs! S 
eimetv; ddcias perv ovv Tux@v, Kal wAelovs Kal Geuvorépas’ Kai yap Kal 
, + : e A N 7 i) id A - A 
Teviay THY avTOv, Kat Pedwriav Kal yioxporyTA TOV movTotyTwY, Kat 
e€ 3. , ~ A fal , \ 55 »” A nN A “ de 
WS ov oupdeper TH KOW@ THs wWédEWS TOs pev ayxerOar iug, Tods Se 
: | 
Xpveov eik} KaTopUTTEL. 
A , , , A 3 , 
52. lds obv Er. Suxdoes 7 Snunyopjoes, ri O€ wou Tots apxYopevors 
: “ A A A 
édedos 75, Tapavdpov Kai wEoveKTOV Kal Ta ToLAdTa Tao. SoKOdVTOS: 


A “ 
OUTE Yap TOUS HuapTnKdTas Edevbépws édéyers, TA AITA CavTge vedas, 


id \ A 3, A A a@ , ; EA A ‘\ 4 M \ 

LVa LT) TOV AUTOV KAL OVTOL YpawvTaL, OVTE TApALYVOY TA VOmLLA Kat TO 

, A , > @ , e€ = s@\y e N e , § A. 

dikaa metoar Sumo, 8. av mpdrrers ds odSev tyes of vouor Sexvis 
A A i“ 

Kat oUT® TpdOaKoppa Ketan Tots AdEAHOLS Eis TKAVOAG- 


Aov, 6 Tlathés dnow. oicba dé Karas ri Sixnv,  Ketrar rots Ta 


A A <4 : “ \ , N # A a g 
To.adTa TOAU@OW: Gov yap Kai SiKaiws TavTi Kr@pevos & LapBdves, Ore 
NN 4 2 , ‘ Ar \ > d iC ‘ 3 ? > aN & id 
Prarrwv év rovTw Tovs TOhAOds od HpovTiles, THY éoydrHV odk dv Siédvyes 
OL ? \ , g € , e , 2 ®@ nN 4 
uKnV, TL Xp Vvopiley Oray EexaTépwhev auapravyns, €€ wav te lapBavers 
iOL \ @ A > / A Xv X 3 A oO € 
QOLKWS Kal wV puxXwV arrohAupEevonv Katadpovels; av yap KaKelvo SOpEV, WS 
A A 4 A A iy 
XpHnHarilopevos TOV TPdTOV TOUTOV OvK GOdiKEis, UTép ye TOD un SoKelv elvar 
Lal A 4 ¢Y , N , > ? ca) y3e 
TOLS TOAAOLS TApavouos | dmav Képdos Kat dixasov eixorws av eppubas. 
> N \ e XN »” A “a& EA XN 3 4 \ , N 
émel KaL O Lwrnp EdwKe KHvoov ols oer wndev ddethwv, Kat Sixatos dv 
3 , N e¢ NN > a XN A A 4 , 
amToTreua KEVOUS, EKwV EheLTOUPyNoE, THV TOV TOALGY duraTropevos BAA- 
a iA I-A A \ 3 “ , > 4 > A 
Bnv, & wévntos é&fjv woufoo. tpodiy: dda Bédriov éxelvws evouurer 
3 a ¢Y \ , 3 , 2 “A 
avadioxewv, iva wy oKavdariowperv avtovs, dnow. Kat Iad\os 
Tov 40n TeTavpévov véuov mAnpody oi dkyynoe, Kal TepLére pe 
XN N ve XN 3 la g XN “~ \ 3 , A 3 ? 
Tov pabynrny, Kai 6 pabyrhs hvéoxeEro, iva pi Tots Ta “lovdalwv Tiudow da6- 
3 ‘ X XQN A es A > A € A A 
oTopyos 7: od dé ovd€ rocodToy imep Tov ddekddv tropetvat ToALGS, 
A A s A A 
dvov ayamijcar Tots oar Kal Tois KeElpévors éupetvar vdpows, GAN’ ty’ 
aXNG } , > \ “A > , 4 3s , 
oAtyous Kepdavys 6Bohovs 7 oikovounoys, Tovnpdraros avéxn vopiler bas. 
? A A A > A 
93. Kairot mpoojxe tods vodv exovras, éf’ éxdote TOV T PATTOMEVWV 
XN , , , : “A 
BY Movor él TL OUUdEepov aid TOvTwY admavTHoE TKOTEV, GAAG Kal Ee TOV 
A A , \ A A al 
T@ MvowrehEt waxeTat, Kal TovTO Cyrelv- Kav pev Ta KpelrTw ViKG, KYpodY Kal 
5) aN »” o W de 3 , 4 ‘ be Y 4 2 7 N A 4 
els TEAOS ayeELY’ av O€ ToUvavTioy, Taverbar. od 8 Sri wev amd TOV Xpnud- 
4 / A A 
TOV TOVTWOY TEVNoL XopHYHTES Kal TA TOLADTA, ywwwoKeErs, Ori Se dzrohetrat 
e 3 “A > “ \ Lal A , 3 A “ 
6 doGevav ddehpos emi rH oF yuacer, Sv dv Xpurrds awOavev, ov evOuuy; 
, A 
Kal OUTWS GuapTavwr eis TOUS GdEAhods Kab TUTTHY aiTaov THY cuveldyow 
acbevotcay, eis Xpurrov duaprdves. ob dpirrers dxovwv; od Soxel cor 
4 y A by , kal A 
peilovos aga taira eivar ppovridos, } wevirwv Kal TTWXOV 7Tpdvoia, Kai 
4 A A 
él TL TOLOvTOV elzroLs OyoTiKOY Kai diidvOpwrov; Ti ToootTOV KEpoaivers 
3 A A A A 
evretbev, do-ov éxeifev arrdhAvs; od 76 pev Yuxdv eri Sdedos, 6 Cynprot, Td 
\ , , N «@ 
d€ cwrnpia copdrov, imép ob Ta pelo mpodidas; od TO wey abv Epyov Kal 
A ae N XN be N NA ¢ , A \ 3 5) Q A 7 3 e \ 
T@V OLOS TU, TO OE Kat TOhAMY ETEpwY; Ti yap odK evVOULH, Ti eoTW drép 


52,6 cf. Rom.14:13. 
14 érei —17 Snow cf. Mat.17:24-27. 
18 cf. Acta Ap.16:1-3. 
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a A » “ 4 
ov TOUTOV ExELs TOV Opdvov; ov yap tva hopodoyjons 7 picOodopHans EKa- 
A Y gy 3 > \ , 
Auras, H Odws tv’ éx ravTds mOpov xpypata cuvabpoions 7 SiouKHons’ 
3\ 7 , 2 A »¥ » € a, A 3 , 
ddiyou pévr av G&.ov Hv iepwovvn, TV év mpuTaveilw oTpEpopévwv ETT TA- 
, , 2O8 , 25) 8 
wévn whéov ovder’ GAdA Puxdy emyeheca Kal Adyos Kat SidacKadia || 
5 , 3 Ao ‘ , , A \ \ A , 
oypdtwv 6pbav Kai Biov cadpovos, Kat mpos Yedv Tovs Toymawopevous 
gy eX 2 A 5 / ‘ A Va e \ , 
drravras Edxew evxov Suvdper Kal TeAeTOv Kat TO Kal éavrdoy Tapadelypart, 
A e ? A A b) cea) 
tadra tepwotvy, Tadta THs apxns TO OXRMA, Tadra Tov Oeov eis THY YHv 
+ A 3 A 
nveyKe, Taira amobavely eee. TO 5€ yNPOV TpotoracAar Kat TévnTAs 
, A \ iy , , A 
Tpédew Kai Ta Towvra Elva TEXViTHY, ‘yévoiTo pev Kal TOVO iepéwv Epyor, 
TAA. 3 , bs 4 \ 8 aN , 4 2 A Q 100 
Gd\’ éxetvwv Sevrepov Kal omovdns éXaTToVvos, GooV Exelva pev aOVVATOV 
¢ lA ey ‘ ‘ 
tepéas eivar rods pn KatopOotvras, radra dé Kal idwdras eeore Kal TO 
Boviopév@ rravti. 
A Y A A 
54. Tots S€ daoordd\os ovde per éxetvov Kal tadra Cyrety avexrov 
» $Q35 3 AS 3 A ? 3 3 - A \ X “A , 
eofev, ovd eyyvs, ovde pepilew eis duddrepa Thy orovdny, wy TH Kpelrrove 
4, , A A 
KO\vpa yévynta. Td xelpov, GAN ér€épors Tadra émitpapavtes, EavTOv 
5) , \ “A eA 7 A , C4 ey 7 ‘ 
éX\drroot, Kai TooovTOY vrép avtav oTovdacarres, Goov EXE€THaL TOUS 
4 a A “A A A A 
Suaxdvous, ToD ouTod TH mpowevyh povn Kal Te Ady@ Tod evayyediou 
mpooetyov. ovK apeatov éaori, dacw, adévras Tov Ooyor 
Tod Oeod Stakovetv tpamwélars. av 8 womep Exeivors éxdororE 
WELENETNKOS TohEpELV, THY éevavtiay KavTadla Xwpels, Kal iva Kadds eEm- 
, A A , 3 , N , . S48 , 5 , 
peion Tov tparelv, patavov épyaly Tov éyov' Kai THY Tagw dvapeipwv 
> A A A 2 A \ ‘ \ A / 3 @ , 
év Tots TOV wabynrov shOahpols Kat THY TEpt CavTod dd€av Sv av mparrers 
, 3 \ >. sf \ os» 4 XN A 3 \ A 
movnpotarny évribeis, ariBava Kai dnote Siahéyn, kal Bogs eis Tov Ojwov 
eixj, XaAKOs HXGV, dyow, 7 KUpBarov adraddlov. ot 
ev yap rods Kemévous avaywaokovres Vous Kal TOUT TO KavovL Tapa- 
A 4 
TiWévTEs TA OA, TAPAVOMOV EvploKOVOL Kal OKALOY' OV d€ (nT@v amro\oyiav 
A , 
Kat ypihous twas évvoias Kat TKOTOV vouwY Kal Ta ToLatTa KaTahEywr, 
3 ? ? N “~ La! “A > M \ tal 3 4 , 
ovdéva meiMers, Kat TowovTos maot Soxadv émi 76 Bhua avaBatvers. Tivos 
e 4 > fal , 3 , a , ba) , , , 
Wyouperns aidods, rivos ebvoias, motas Ticrews; } vopilers Sivac Oar weiferv 
TovTwrv xwpis, Kal Tadra mept TowovTwv Siadeydpevos, & wévev Seirar Kal 
id ? a € A > r , , : a \ e A ) DA 
iSpwrwv, olos 6 Xpurtiavots dperddpuevos Bios; ov yap yovvTat pavdov 
elvat al dv dmoortpépovrar, TOS dkovaovrar TapawvodrTos; THs Sé muaTEU- 
e 3 al , Ay XN \ A , ce A } > # 
covow ws ddnOy éyes, & unde GE TOUTOY TETELTHEVOY OPHOW, OL wY 
\ 3 , a. \ A \ , bs A ? A \ AO 
rnv évavriav || ywpels; Kal todrov Tov Tpdmov diadbeiperar pev To HUOs 
e - ‘ > “A 3 N + 4 , ‘\ \ 4 
éxdotw Kai dperis ovdeis Exrar déyos, SiaHeiperar S€ ra Soypara, 
‘ A 
pexpa yap ) wiaores TOV Epywv xXwpis, kal Tov iepv 
A 3 Ss ” 3 N \ 3 “ A oe “\ a 
TENETOV OVOEY OPEAOS, OVOEVOS TPOS GUVTAS TAPETKEVATPEVOV. OUVTW TA [E- 
a e S “A 3 a , “\ BS , A # 3 
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ed. Dumortier). 
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DISCOURSE CONCERNING ILLEGAL ACTS OF OFFICIALS DARINGLY 
COMMITTED AGAINST THINGS SACRED 


Summary 


1. Officials (dpxovres) who intentionally break the law and are aware 
of doing evil cannot be influenced and put on the path of righteousness. As 
they are incurable, the efforts of the persuader would be in vain. There is, 
however, fair hope for officials who wish to be just in every respect, but who 
act unlawfully under the deceiving influence of specious reasoning. They 
might lend a willing ear to persuasion. Therefore Cabasilas will follow Solo- 
mon’s precept (Prov. 9:8) and disregard worthless officials, while addressing 
those who are fundamentally good, and pointing out to them their evil 
actions (if any). He hopes that they will be grateful for the rebuke, which 
will make them more useful to the community. 

2. It follows that if anyone is offended by Cabasilas’ speech, he is not 
one of those at whom the arguments are aimed, and has, therefore, no reason 
to be offended. If anyone has a right to complain, it is those whom Cabasilas 
rebukes. A physician who has compounded a medicine for willing patients 
is not responsible to those who have refused treatment. It would be ridicu- 
lous if the chastised were grateful for the chastisement they were receiving, 
while those not affected cried aloud as if they were being cut. The really 
evil officials will not be the target of Cabasilas’ exhortation; they should ex- 
pect criminal punishment. 

3. Cabasilas, then, wants to instruct officials who are wise and good, 
loath to betray the laws, desirous of being enlightened and ready to requite 
this enlightenment with gratitude. Cabasilas’ reproaches will be the subject 
of his treatise. Let the best and most trusted friends of the accused be 
judges of the affair. If they should be convicted of unlawful actions, the 
sentence asked is (a) an expression of gratitude to the prosecution, (b) 
reparation for the wrongs they have committed. 

4. Monasteries possess landed property, dwellings, villages, and similar 
sources of revenue. This property should have been left for the use of the 
monks to whom it was bequeathed by the original owners. But the accused 
officials take it away from the monks, partly for their own use, and partly 
for that of others. This applies especially to income in money and in crops 
(wheat, barley, wine) and other produce of the land. Sometimes these 
officials allow others to take the peasants, the villages, and the estates them- 
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selves. Yet this property belonged to the donors, who were perfectly en- 
titled to give it away; at present it is rightfully owned by the recipients 
of the donations, who received it either during the lifetime of the donor or 
by will. Both means of acquisition are equally valid, for it is a legal offense 
to violate the dispositions of a testament. Nor is it material whether the 
change of property title was effected through gift or by sale. 

5. Furthermore, the accused have accepted bribes before and after the 
appointment (etporovia) of other officials. What is worse, the prelates be- 
have in the same way towards ecclesiastics (iepovs). They also confiscate 
the property of deceased ecclesiastics, even when there are numerous heirs, 
derive profits from their sees (aédeis), and eed: delay the nomination 
of successors to the deceased. 

6. In their defense, (ad §4) Cabasilas’ adversaries assert that officials 
have the right to make the final decision as to what is profitable for their 
subjects. Their relation to subjects, who are often immature, is the same as 
that of guardians to children whose affairs they administer. Such being the 
nature of government throughout the world, there is no harm in confiscating 
a portion of the vast monastic properties, if it is used to feed the poor, to 
support priests, and to decorate churches. This does not harm the monks, 
nor is it out of keeping with the original intention of the donors. If, further- 
more, these revenues are used to equip soldiers, who are going to die in 
defense of the sanctuaries, the laws, and the walls, is not that better than 
if the same revenues were used by the monks whose material needs are 
slight? The monks, more than anyone else, stand to benefit from the security 
of laws and walls; it is, therefore, proper that the monks should feed the 
soldiers, just as servants, peasants, bakers, and builders are fed by means 
provided by sacred property. 

7. (Adversaries’ answer to §5): Officials are honest people, they do not 
misuse public funds for private profit, but look after the welfare of their 
subjects. Therefore it is harmless and not contrary to law if they accept 
voluntary contributions from the appointees. People are appointed accord- 
ing to their merit, and their contributions are used for public benefit. 

8. (Adversaries’ answer to §5 continued): It is legitimate if the emolu- 
ments (ourjoes) of deceased ecclesiastics go to the metropoly, to satisfy 
the needs of the “common shepherd” and his entourage. Such a practice is 
supported by I Cor. 9:14. Moreover, these funds as well as the property 
of the deceased go not only to the metropolitan, but also to poorer laymen 
(? uwroy) and clergy. Finally, such has been the traditional practice since 
time immemorial. 

9. The defense used three arguments: (a) the inherent powers of au- 
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thority, (b) the good use made of the confiscated property, and (c) the 


force of tradition. All these arguments shall be refuted one by one. 

10. (Development of §9(a)): The right of the authorities to supervise 
and dispose of a subject’s property does not extend to private, but only to 
common property. Not even the Emperor can ask for an account in case of 
wanton destruction of private property by its owner. No law is in existence 
which would enjoin the purposeful disposition of private property. It is 
considered by law as unconditionally held and inviolable. It follows that 
infringing upon the right of private property amounts to breaking the law. 

11. The objection of the defense to the effect that the donors are dead 
is irrelevant, and alienation is a wrong done both to the donors and the 
receivers, since a donation is a legally binding act, endowing the receiver 
with the same property rights as does purchase or exchange. Its validity 
does not diminish with time. The defendant behaves like a robber. 

12. Another objection — that the recipients, because they cannot dis- 
pose of immovables, are not full masters of the bequests — is equally irrele- 
vant. Irrespective of their rights concerning immovable property, it is self- 
evident that they, the recipients, may freely dispose of the revenue of these 
bequests, partly for their individual use and partly for the use of the monas- 
tic community. It follows that the recipients should not be deprived of 
this revenue, be it in money or kind. 

13. Nor is the argument of any value per se that the recipients mis- 
manage the donations, and act contrary to the donors’ intentions. The role 
of the authorities in this case is strictly limited to enforcing the dispositions 
left by the donors in the typika (vopous 7av oixuarav). No right of appro- 
priating such donations is involved. What is worse, the actions of the de- 
fendant amount to as grave a violation of the donor’s will as that com- 
mitted by those who mismanage the donation. The defendant is motivated 
not by his dislike for injustice, but by his fondness for it and the desire to 
be its exclusive perpetrator. 

14. The adversaries object that there is a difference; the recipients 
granted the usufruct of sacred property have no right to sell it unless the 
authorities permit them to do so. This indicates that the authorities have 
such a right. Consequently, different criteria apply to subjects and rulers 
respectively, and the final decision in determining what is good for the 
subjects, and in acting accordingly, lies with the authorities. To which it 
must be replied that — as has been shown above (§10) — an official’s right 
to interfere does not cover private property. It would be absurd to infer the 
official’s rights to that property from his function as a judge, ie. his con- 
firmation of a legal act concerning a piece of property. The official adminis- 
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ters justice impartially and enforces the law. When dealing with laymen, 
he confirms only those transactions which remain within the boundaries 
of law. Why does he claim more freedom of action in the case of monasteries 
and ecclesiastical property (iepots)? 

15. The defendants explain that, whereas in lay cases their only con- 
cern is that the letter of the law be observed, they require, in clerical cases, 
that monks and ecclesiastics administer the donations advantageously as 
well. Thus it appears that the defendants are not only judges, but owners 
(Seoworav ) of the properties in question. Cabasilas replies that, on the con- 
trary, bona fide owners may lawfully allow people administering their 
property to do it badly. Not so the defendant with respect to the recipients 
of donations; nor can he prevent the recipients from lawfully improving 
their position, even if this should result in damage to himself. Thus he is 
not an owner (xvptos) of the property in question. The same is apparent 
from the deeds (whose confirmation, claims the accused, endows him with 
the rights of ownership). In these, the term owners (Seomérnv) is used 
with reference to the recipients of a donation which is being sold. By con- 
firming the deeds, the accused acknowledges that the sellers of the property, 
i.e., the recipients of the donations, are the owners. The fact that the official 
looks after the welfare of the recipients proves only that he is a kind of 
steward, while the ownership remains with them. © 

16. If it be so, the accused retort, why do the recipients need official 
confirmation, when they themselves dispose of the donation? Because theirs 
is a joint ownership; the donations are not only for the recipients, but also 
for their successors. The law-abiding officials’ task is to see that the reci- 
pients do not harm their successors through their own poor administra- 
tion. If someone brings harm to himself, this is not the business of the 
authorities; it is only when his actions affect others that the authorities 
must intervene. Therefore the recipients have discretionary rights to dis- 
pose only of the revenue of the land and of real estate, owned jointly with 
their successors and partners (pepiras). They do not tear down houses nor 
do they sell or exchange land without the consent of authority. The inter- 
vention of the law in this case is analogous to what happens when absent 
persons or orphaned children without guardians are a party to a contract, 
i.e., in cases where a party is unable to protect his own interests. The law 
invalidates all transactions disadvantageous to orphaned children, whether 
or not the latter object to such transactions. Even those who hold property 
in partnership with orphaned minors cannot initiate any transaction regard- 
ing such property without the approval of an official, a judge, or the child’s 


guardian. With relation to their successors, the recipient of donations may 
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be likened to these property partners. The recipients of bequests approach 
the officials not as a servant his master, but as one approaches a judge. 
When an official validates a transaction affecting a bequest he does not 
thereby become the owner. 

17. (Development of §9(b)): But, says the accused, I am using the 
confiscated property well and to the advantage of its holders. Cabasilas 
grants the point, but finds this argument completely irrelevant, since the 
defendants are accused of misappropriation, not of mismanagement. They 
act like an alleged murderer, who, instead of proving that he is innocent 
of the crime, would assure his judges that he is a virtuous man. 

18. If the defendants deem themselves sufficiently justified because the 
robbery and the good use concern the same thing (namely property donated 
for sacred purposes), they must grant the converse: If good use of a thing 
disculpates a person who has appropriated it illegally, then lawful acquisi- 
tion should relieve him of all responsibility for its misuse. Example: A mur- 
derer should be acquitted, if he succeeds in proving that the knife with 
which he committed the crime was lawfully inherited from his father. But 
this is absurd; the law does not accept excuses which have no direct bearing 
upon the accusation. 

19. This paragraph is concerned with more examples proving the ab- 
surdity of the “good use” argument of the defendants. 

20. Cabasilas gives further proof of the absurdity of the “good use” 
argument. As it stands, the law prosecutes various kinds of thieves solely 
on the grounds that they take property unjustly. It does not ask the crim- 
inals whether they have put the stolen goods to proper use. Should the 
“good use” argument prevail, the laws would have to be revised and be 
made to concern themselves with the use of a thing, not the mode of its 
acquisition. But then criminals would always be able to point to poor people 
whom they had provided with clothes and food, to churches which they had 
adorned, to lights which they had lit there, even to their contributions to 
the public treasury, to the erection of walls, etc., all things accomplished 
with unlawfully acquired means. Even grave robbers would claim that 
they had fed their children and thus saved a household for the State. To 
sum up, the specious “good use” argument does not relieve the officials 
from blame for what they have done (i.e., alienating sacred property, and 
“selling” things which should be given freely, cf. §19). 

21. The “good use” argument, which seems so excellent to the defend- 
ants, is not only beside the point, but — what is worse — it is false. They 
misuse the alienated property, not for lack of good intentions (Cabasilas 
does not suspect the defendants’ motives), but because, under the circum- 
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stances, it is impossible to avoid such misuse. But is it not “good use,” re- 
tort the defendants, if the State (xowdv), for whose sake laws and courts 
themselves have been established, is thereby helped? The disputed monas- 
tic and ecclesiastic funds do not go to private individuals, but are employed 
to restore walls, to rout the enemy, to obtain victories, and to establish 
peace. Are these achievements reprehensible? Even if it were possible to 
obtain these results, answers Cabasilas, the “good purpose” would not be 
attained, since the spiritual loss would be far greater than the material 
gain. The loss consists in the damnation of the defendant's soul. The restora- 
tion of a wall and the winning of a victory are not reprehensible acts in 
themselves, but in this case they involve an action harmful to the soul of 
the defendant. The alienation of monastic and ecclesiastic property for pub- 
lic ends involves violation of Sacred and Civil Law; it harms both God, to 
whom the property was dedicated, and men who own it (= the monks who 
are the recipients of donations). Whatever advantage accrues to the State 
from the defendant’s actions, he is nevertheless worthy of damnation. Point- 
ing to the benefit derived from these actions by many people will not save 
him from being convicted of sacrilege and lawlessness. 

22. Indeed, even if some good may providentially come out of wrong 
actions, this does not change their fundamentally evil character, and is no 
reason for condoning them and relieving their perpetrators of responsibil- 
ity. It is not the results of the deeds, but the deeds themselves that deter- 
mine our judgments, since we are responsible for the deeds alone. Cabasilas 
adduces examples illustrating the foregoing propositions. 

23. (The thesis of §21 is resumed again): It is impossible for the de- 
fendants to prove that results beneficial to the cities have been achieved 
through their wrongdoings. If such results are forthcoming, they have been 
made possible by God, not by the wrongdoers. People who mismanage their 
affairs (by bringing about the damnation of their own souls, cf. §21), can- 
not be good leaders of a city (cf. I Tim. 8:5, where reference is made to the 
leadership of God’s Church). The defendants, like all bad people, seem to 
be misled by the immediate advantage of their evil actions, ie. the acquisi- 
tion of weapons, building of walls, providing for soldiers. Of course no one 
would practice evil if he did not hope thereby to achieve some profitable 
ends. Evil does bring some apparent advantages which make wrongdoers 
forget the difficulties that eventually ensue from wickedness. Robbers 
and tyrants profit from their crimes; so it is with those in power (oi émt rév 
mpaypnarav): by transgressing the law they may conceivably obtain results 
which seem to further the public weal. Conversely, some good actions have 
brief, unpleasant consequences. (Examples from the doctor’s practice, and 
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that of councilors, lawmakers, and pilots are adduced. Yet all of these men 
are rightly held to be our benefactors.) Therefore, we shall not call some- 
one, who by unlawful actions provides a state or a city with what it needs, 
a friend of the people (Snyoriuxdy). If one followed this line of reasoning, 
one should put enchanters and sorcerers on the same level with farmers and 
craftsmen, since both categories of people use their occupations to support 
their families. 

24. Yet we refuse to admit that those loathsome people further their 
own interests, or their families’. Similarly, we shall not judge an official by 
ships, sailors, and soldiers. We shall call him a wise man and a skillful 
administrator (rd zodurixd, texvirns) only if he achieves these aims while 
retaining the benevolence of the subjects, observing laws, and respecting 
things sacred. But he would be insane who would acquire ships, weapons, 
and soldiers at the price of the hatred of those for whose sake land and 
sea battles are waged. Collecting money, and building naval vessels and 
military camps are not functions of an official that should overshadow 
his other duties. Otherwise, such officials would not differ from tyrants. 
Good officials seek power only to be better able to preserve the liberty of 
their subjects. 

25. Discussion of the differences between a tyrant and a good official: 
The former is interested solely in his own advantage, safety, and pleasure; 
enslaves his subjects and disregards the laws; while the latter acts within 
the law for the benefit of his subjects, and shows respect for their human 
dignity and liberty. 

26. How can a form of government survive without liberty, the most 
cherished of all human possessions? Whoever undertakes to govern in such 
a way must either imprison his subjects and treat them as his enemies, or 
lose his power. But what is the use of enslaved subjects? If no one is free 
to dispose of his possessions, if officials wield unlimited power and the mere 
mention of the word State (xowod) brings fear of loss of private property, 
who will be interested in earning money, who will exercise any trade, pro- 
fession, or military art, knowing that all his earnings will go to others? From 
what source will taxes then be levied? That is why good officials have always 
striven to provide their subjects with liberty and external and internal 
security within the framework of justice. It is certainly unreasonable that 
those whose duty it is to prevent injustice and violence should acquire 
military strength by inflicting injustice and violence upon their subjects. 

27. Moreover, we should not eliminate God from our considerations, 
and rely solely upon our human efforts. God preserves cities to which he 
is benevolent and destroys those which arouse his anger. How, then, does 
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the defendant reconcile this belief with his sacrilegious behavior? Old and, 
especially, New Testament examples amply prove that temple robbery is 
considered by God, and more specifically by the Savior, as the gravest of 
Sins. | | | 

28. No good can possibly come from a wicked action, either in the fu- 
ture life, or even here on earth. Luke 12:15 is a guaranty of the truth of 
this statement, which applies to private individuals, officials, cities, and 
peoples alike. To sum up: Neither ship, nor soldier nor weapon is useful to 
a city, unless it has been acquired lawfully and without arousing any indig- 
nation. If, as in this case, such things have been obtained in disregard of 
laws and of human tears, they will bring serious harm to their users. 

29. The defendant’s godless and reckless actions, being of no use to 
the community and harmful to himself, resemble those of Pilate holding 
court over Christ. They are even worse than those of Herod (Acts 12:21— 
23), inasmuch as the defendant abolishes God’s laws, and introduces new 
ones of his own making. He should not believe that he is not a sinner simply 
because he has not been punished in this life. The after-life reserves punish- 
ment for law-breakers who escape it on earth. 

30. Even if the defendant's actions have not been followed by (Divine) 
punishment, they are more than worthy of eternal damnation. For to be a 
ruler over one’s compatriots is not an excuse for opposing God himself, 
and for removing him from the realm of human affairs. This is not a mere 
figure of speech — by dissolving laws, one abolishes the authority of the 
legislator. To put it more clearly, if someone should come to the city admin- 
istered by the defendant and show reverence to him, but, at the same time, 
prevent its inhabitants from obeying him or his subordinates, and cause 
them to follow instead his own precepts, the defendant would have no 
power left over the city. And yet he is doing the same thing to God. God is 
the Ruler of us all, firstly as our Creator, secondly, as the Supreme Legisla- 
tor, acting through his disciples and their successors, the bishops. The first 
kind of rule, as it is God’s alone, cannot be abolished, but the second, de- 
pending as it does on men, can be abolished. To attempt to abolish either 
one is sinful; the second possibly the more so, since God seems to have more 
greatly cherished the second kind of rule: he created the world and ap- 
peared on earth in order to establish his laws in it. By dissolving God’s 
laws, the accused betrays the symptoms of a satanic sickness. 

31. Some people argue that, as evil is so widespread in their time, there 
is no longer any place for strict observance of evangelical precepts. This 
amounts to substituting new laws for those of the Savior, and abolishing 
Christianity. The situation was even worse in apostolic times, with pagan- 
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ism and immorality prevailing everywhere. All this did not prevent the 
apostles from preaching the Gospel. What is more, the Savior himself came 
to us and proclaimed his laws precisely at that juncture. This makes per- 
fect sense, if one considers that sickness is the most appropriate occasion 
for a physician’s intervention. Thus there is no point of time when unlaw- 
fulness may be condoned, or laws declared inapplicable. Injustice and 
temple-robbery are always subject to condemnation. 

32. The defendants adduce Epiphanius and David as examples of 
saintly persons who, disregarding the strict letter of the law, used sacred 
property for worthy purposes, and were not punished for it. The defendants’ 
own actions, they maintain, are of the same order since they occurred in 
the same circumstances and for the same reasons. But, replies Cabasilas, 
the deeds of Epiphanius and David were not unlawful, as they occurred 
with the owner’s, i.e, God’s approval and encouragement, while the de- 
fendant lays his hand upon sacred property against the will of the owners. 
We may safely assume that God encouraged the actions of Epiphanius and 
David. Why? Because they were not punished, but praised. There can be 
no other reason for their impunity; had their actions been reprehensible, 
their saintliness in other respects would not have helped them nor removed 
the stigma of evil from what they had done. 

33. Cabasilas turns against “some priests.” Misled by the arguments 
refuted above, they practice simony (cf. §§5 and 7). The defendants main- 
tain that they use the fees for a good cause, but the way in which the thirty 
silver pieces were spent did not absolve Judas or the Jewish priests, nor 
will the accused prelate’s use of simoniac monies for the benefit of the 
poor save him from Hell. Judas and the Jews sinned against the Lord; the 
defendant differs from them only inasmuch as he sins against the Holy 
Ghost, whom he makes into a slave. 

34. Besides, the defendant ordains worthless priests. But even if they 
were good, the defendant cannot escape the accusation of merchandising 
in Grace. It is a secondary point that his transaction is not called a “sale,” 
and is not concluded openly in a market place, but rather in the secrecy 
of a private room. Respectable words cannot cover up or change the essence 
of an action. The fact remains that the Law forbids receiving fees for 
ordination, and that the prelate does receive them. 

35. Whatever the person to be ordained calls the fee, it is his intention 
that matters. He certainly would not pay were it not in the hope of receiv- 
ing the ordination. If so, and if the prelate is aware of this attitude, he 
does receive a fee for what he bestows. This, however, is tantamount to 
selling the Holy Ghost for a few pennies and thus offending it in order 
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that the pennies might be spent wisely. Certainly the legislators must have 
been aware that fees received for ordinations might be used for good pur- 
poses. They must even have assumed that they would be so used, since they 
implicitly trusted and honored the bishops to whom they addressed the 
laws, and they excluded evil people from priestly functions altogether. Still, 
they forbade trafficking in Grace. Moreover, if only good or bad use of 
ordination monies was at stake, why should these legislators have shown 
such concern with the problem of ordaining for money, since at the same 
time they trusted the bishops with the administration of huge properties? 
It follows that the only purpose of their legislation was that the Holy Ghost 
be not sold and enslaved. The fact that this purpose was explicitly stated 
removes the last doubt as to the meaning of the law. 

36. Some adduce imperial laws establishing definite fees to be received 
by the ordaining prelate. If these laws refer to fees for ordination, then 
they contravene Divine Laws, and neither emperor nor even an angel 
(Gal. 1:8) can be put above Divine Law. But if the imperial laws refer 
to fees for services performed after ordination, which it would be incon- 
siderate for the appointees to receive free of charge, then the defendants 
should prove that they have in fact performed such services. 

37. The defendants insist that it is lawful to feast the ordaining prelate 
and his entourage after the ceremony of ordination. Only if such a feast is 
voluntarily provided, retorts Cabasilas. If it is a forced contribution and a 
hardship upon the ordained, it is unlawful. The receiver of such a contribu- 
tion appears then as a trafficker and hireling, and disgraces his office (cf. 
Gen. 25:29-34 and Rom. 14:20). 

38. The defendant (a metropolitan) alienates the household property 
of deceased priests (bishops) as well as the revenue collected by them in 
their communities (dsé 706 xowot tpooddous ). According to law, the former 
should go to the bishop’s relatives, the latter, to the bishop’s successors 
(cf. §§5 and 8). Yet, the metropolitan has sworn to uphold the law in the 
presence of the whole senate (curia? yepovciay). The law states clearly 
that the defendants should refrain from the possessions of others. And it 
has been previously shown (§§17f) that the “good use” argument is irrele- 
vant. The defendant brings up his poverty. This might give other people 
the opportunity to exercise charity, but it does not entitle him to rob them. 
Charity and justice are two different things. When the defendant himself 
administers justice, he is not swayed by this consideration, and applies the 
principle of equal justice under law to poor and rich alike. Why does he 
reason differently with respect to himself? The accused quotes I Cor. 9:14 
in his defense. But the apostles, being themselves very poor, accepted gifts 
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from people who voluntarily contributed to the bare necessities of their 
livelihood, while he is a violent robber, and that although he is quite well 
off. What he takes is over and above his basic needs. Moreover, he takes 
not from his own flock, but robs others’ (i.e. other bishops’) cities. The ad- 
versary’s behavior is so different from that of the apostles that it is dis- 
graceful that he should cite it in his defense. 

39. The accused (metropolitan) claims that all these cities (i.e. bishoprics) 
belong to him, since he is the shepherd of all of them, as every bishop is 
of his city. Therefore his levies are lawful, even if extracted from unwilling 
payers. Reply: First, being a shepherd does not entitle one to rob one’s 
flock. Second, being a bishop of a city (this definition includes metropoli- 
tans) does not entitle one to exploit the other cities dependent upon it 
(dmotkovs 7édets). The law explicitly enjoins a bishop of a metropolis, ie., 
the defendant, to keep his hands off the sacred possessions of dependent 
cities. It is irrelevant whether the adversary is or is not correct in calling 
himself the bishop of the dependent cities. He is but a metropolitan, and 
laws concerning metropolitans apply to him. Therefore, he has either to 
admit to the unlawfulness of his action, or to question the very law which 
he has sworn to uphold. | 

40. Moreover, it can easily be shown that the adversary does not enjoy 
episcopal rights in dependent cities (dmouxiav ). True, he ordains the bishop 
for each of these cities (dioceses), but this does not give the adversary the 
rights to such a city. He himself was once ordained, but it certainly does 
not follow that his ordainer should rule over the city of the ordained, and 
act as its bishop. To be sure, he exerts jurisdiction (over the bishops), but 
does it then follow that judges should be partners of, or heirs to, the pos- 
sessions of the judged? They (i.e., the bishops), too, pass judgment on him 
(? cot Sé kat obrou SuxdLovow ), but he would not dream of permitting them, 
for that reason, to share in his authority. The defendant uses double stand- 
ards. Finally, certain rights in a city are reserved to its bishop alone. Such 
is the right of entering the sanctuary and celebrating there, and that of 
sitting on the prelate’s throne there. T he defendant may do such things 
in his own city, but not elsewhere. It follows that he cannot be called bishop 
of a city where he is not allowed even to lay his eyes upon the episcopal 
throne. The defendant seems to assume that he, like an emperor, sends 
governors to each city, yet continues to rule over all of them. 

41. Some naive divines have accepted this interpretation, and this has 
brought many ills to the cities. In fact, the position of the ordaining metro- 
politan with respect to these cities is that of a legislator supervising the 
performance of a marriage ceremony, or that of the best man. Such func- 
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tions certainly do not imply any rights to the bride or to her property. It 
is to stress this point that the laws forbid the defendant to enter the city 
of another, and celebrate there without the local bishop's consent. The 
defendant is shepherd of one city only, not the ruler of all of them. Other 
bishops are not his servants, but co-attendants of the bride of one Lord 
(i.e., the Church). The accused should either stop exactions in the dioceses 
and among his unwilling subjects or lose the right to his pastoral office. 

42. Good prelates may and do receive gifts from their subjects, but only 
when they are proffered spontaneously. Such shepherds, who do not press 
for gifts, are not hirelings. For in such cases it is the attitude of the receiver, 
not of the giver, which is decisive. The concept of “receiving a fee” implies 
not merely the receiving of it, but the receiving of it upon request. The fee 
for virtuous deeds which is bestowed by men is given to those who clamor 
for it (cf. Mat. 6:2,5,16). People looking to God alone may also be re- 
warded by men, but this kind of reward is not considered a fee. 

43. It is obvious, then, that the defendant receives fees. This is not 
only disgraceful, but also harmful to himself. His subjects will feel no 
benevolence or gratitude towards him, but will view him as they do any 
craftsman. Craftsmen are no doubt indispensable to cities, and it would be 
impossible to go through (8:a¢épew) war or peace without them. Still, 
no one calls them benefactors or feels indebted to them, the reason being 
that they receive fees for services rendered. These fees are. considered a 
sufficient sign of gratitude. Similarly, receiving fees deprives the accused 
of the reverence due a prelate. 7 

44. The expression of love and deference shown the defendant by his 
subjects is mere sham, dictated by fear of exactions. If the defendant could 
fathom the inner thoughts of the faithful he would discover that they see 
him as a miserable huckster, not as a shepherd. Moreover, material emolu- 
ments cancel all hope of spiritual reward that the defendant might expect 
to receive in Heaven. Christ will no longer be his debtor. One cannot have 
both the earthly and the Heavenly reward (cf. Mat. 6:2,5,16). At the Last 
Judgment the accused will appear, before all the world, stripped of his 
priestly dignity. 

45. (Development of §8): If it be so, object the defendants, how should 
we understand I Cor. 9:14 and Luke 10:7, where the word “fee” is used by 
the Lord? — These quotations refer to the attitude which the givers ought 
to display, so that they may realize that feeding their teachers is a duty, 
not a favor. As stated above (§§38 and 42), such an attitude does not make 
hirelings of the receivers. This happens only when the reward is demanded, 
and when the priesthood is used as a means of obtaining it. Consequently 
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a needy priest should receive voluntary gifts to the extent of his needs, 
and no more, if he wants to preserve his priestly dignity. Otherwise he 
will be called a hireling and a trafficker. Of course, the term “hireling” 
applies only to those who take fees without harming the contributors. 
Those who harm their flocks, as in the case under review, are like a pack 
of wolves. 

46. It may be stipulated by law that the faithful should clothe and feed 
their shepherds, but it is unlawful for the prelates to act like tax collectors, 
and extort contributions, since the Gospel bids them to do the contrary. 
The Gospel contains very different precepts (cf. II Cor. 9:7 and I Peter 
5:2), Even if it is right that some people ought to contribute, it does not 
follow that they ought to be made to contribute against their will. The 
defendants interpose that all are enjoined by Christ’s law to help the poor 
under threat of Hell. True, but no one can force people to do so. Why? 
Both laws under discussion have been established not so much for the sake 
of the beneficiaries as for that of the benefactors, who are thus given the 
opportunity for spiritual growth through good deeds. Voluntary action is, 
therefore, an indispensable element here. Otherwise hatred would be bred, 
and incalculable spiritual damage would ensue to the souls of the faithful. 

47. It follows that people who invoke the law as a justification for re- 
quiring compulsory contributions are, in fact, acting unlawfully. But even if 
such demands were lawful, one should, above all, keep the good of the many 
in sight. If the defendant collects the contributions in his own interest, he 
is an exploiter, a bad shepherd (cf. Ezek. 24:1-4); if he does it for the sake 
of the contributors, he should choose a method which would bring (spirit- 
ual) advantage to them; he should wait until they do it spontaneously. 
Otherwise he will obtain the money, but will have spiritually destroyed 
the man, for the latter will hate the priest no less than a tax collector. Im- 
portant as the priesthood is for our salvation, it is better that there be no 
priests at all, than to have priests who do harm to their flock by causing 
themselves to be hated. 

48. Such practices make the defendant hateful to the monks. Openly, 
they yield to the bishop out of fear, but in secret they curse and avoid 
him, speak badly of him, and try to harm him by all and sundry means. They 
listen gladly to slander concerning him, rejoice upon his death and pray 
that the see may remain vacant for as long as possible, that the new in- 
cumbent may soon disappear, and that they shall be freed from one who 
has occupied the throne for a long time. This they do, not because the 
bishop insists upon strict observance of monastic rules, but because he 
collects taxes from them, makes them poor, and harms their bodies and 
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their souls alike, the latter through arousing in them hatred towards him- 
self. And yet, the monasteries are full of elderly, sickly, hungry monks, 
whom the defendant, supposedly the monks’ father and protector, indirectly 
despoils instead of helping. He does this by exacting contributions from 
their monasteries. His attitude is much worse than that of the rich man 
of the Gospel (cf. Luke 16:19-26). 

49. But if the tax is lowered, says the defendant, these poor monks will 
not be any the better for it, since the difference will accrue to other rich 
people. Answer: If the tax in money or in kind escaped the greedy ones and 
fell into the hands of the defendant, why does he not return it to the poor 
monks? Moreover, why does he not punish the greedy? He is entitled to 
administer such punishment. In fact, the responsibility for the irregulari- 
ties is his, since it is he who chooses the distributors (d:avopets) in the 
monasteries, and has the right of supervision and punishment over them. 
If the defendant would only show that he is distressed on account of the 
loss the poor monks are made to suffer in the distributions within the 
monastic community, this would redeem him. As it is, all his arguments 
are mere sham. He is a tax collector, and here lies the root of all the evil. 

50. (Development of §9(c)): But all these practices are consecrated by 
old custom, says the adversary, and long established custom (ovv%Oeav) 
has the force of law. Reply: The custom is not ancient, nor was it continu- 
ously observed. Furthermore “custom” is not defined by law as simply 
something practised by a great number of people for a long time, since 
this definition would include many criminal acts. Custom is used in legal 
cases only when it has been previously upheld in the courts, cf. e.g. 
Synops. Basil. N,VI,22 and 80. Thus none of the defendant’s pretenses can 
be upheld. He is a tyrant who makes his whims into law. 

51. The defendants, violators of the law and arbitrary despoilers of the 
weak, are likened to tyrants and robbers. They are no better than burglars, 
since the latters’ crimes consist of nothing more than depriving honest 
people of their property. Burglars, too, could proffer specious excuses for 
their crimes, such as the avarice of the rich, or the damage done to the com- 
munity by inequality of wealth. 

52. The defendant will have no moral authority to act as a judge, nor 
will he be able to set himself up as an example of moral conduct to his sub- 
jects, being himself a violator of the law. Even if his gains were not un- 
lawful, he would be condemned for ruining other people (by appearing to 
them as a lawbreaker, and arousing anger and hatred in them). But he vio- 
lates the law on both counts: he takes unlawfully and he disregards the 
perdition of his subjects’ souls. The Savior and St. Paul followed laws 
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which were either inapplicable or no longer valid in order not to give 
offense to others, but the defendant, rather than remain within the law, 
prefers to shock his brethren in order to gain or to dispense a few obols. 

53. Wise people should weigh not only the immediate advantage 
(? cvpdépov) of every action, but also its broader usefulness (? 7@ Avouredet). 
But the defendant considers only the fact that he is doling out part of his 
exactions to the poor, while he forgets that he is sinning against Christ, 
and that he sees his brethren ruined and sickness spreading in their souls 
(for they hate him for his exactions). But is not a soul worthy of more con- 
cern than the care of the poor? The defendant prefers to sufter spiritual 
loss for the sake of material gain, for it is only the bodies of the poor that 
will be saved by his care. But it is for the care of souls that he occupies 
his see, not for the collection and administration of taxes. The former is 
his exclusive function; the latter, the concern of many others as well. The 
ministry is primarily leadership in the spiritual sphere, exercised by teach- 
ing, prayer, and personal example, and only secondarily is it care for 
widows and the poor. 

54. The apostles drew a distinction between these two kinds of activity, 
and appointed deacons for administering material needs, so that they them- 
selves might attend to matters spiritual. The defendant does the opposite. 
How can his teachings appear convincing to his flock if his faithful con- 
sider him a violator of the law, and see that his actions contradict his 
preaching? This is a demoralizing situation, which brings religion and the 
priesthood into disrepute. The defendant acts like a general, who, forsak- 
ing his station, attends to menial tasks, and thus causes ruin to both him- 
self and his soldiers. 

55. How will the defendant be able to fulfill his pastoral duties, if, for 
lack of moral authority, his preaching be vain? Spiritual power, as opposed 
to secular, rests not on brute force, but exclusively on persuasion. Christ's 
peaceful ways are a supreme example of this. He was interested not in 
mankind’s simply observing his laws, but in its doing so willingly. Secu- 
lar officials require only that our actions remain within the law, whatever 
our inner attitude may be. Therefore they strengthen their rule with coer- 
cion. The Savior considers all as lost, unless he is assured of our good inten- 
tions. For Christ wants us to be good (xpyovot), and it is impossible to 
be good, unless one intentionally chooses the Good. 

56. If, then, the defendant’s power rests on persuasion alone, and he 
is not able to persuade those who consider him unworthy, why does he not 
shun actions which show him in a bad light? The more so as St. Paul (1 
Tim. 3:7), the Savior (Mat. 5:16), and John Chrysostom (Contra eos qui 
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subintr. hab. virg. 8), all three insist upon the importance of enjoying a 
good reputation. Chrysostom extends this requirement not only to priests 
and teachers, but even to simple monks (idiras). He gives us reason to 
suppose that officials (dpyovor) who disregard this principle will meet with 
greater punishment, inasmuch as their evil reputation will harm a greater 
number of people. 

57. Who is the defendant to defy these three authorities? He is superior 
to others only insofar as he appears as the imitator of Christ and the con- 
tinuator of the way laid down by the apostles and their successors. Once 
he is shown to move in the opposite direction, of what use is he to his 
flock? What can he invoke in defense of his behavior and in support of his 
rule? The priesthood? But he has violated its laws. His retinue? But his 
rule is of another kind. He has but two choices — either to surround himself 
with soldiers and to rule by force, or to resign as unworthy to govern his 
subjects. 

58. But, says the defendant, the subjects err in opposing him, for they 
should refer the verdict to the judges. Not, replies Cabasilas, if he acts un- 
lawfully; for the law requires priests immediately to break communion with 
bishops who openly transgress the law. In this case, the law calls for no 
trial, and treats the transgressing defendant as it does the heretic. Will he, 
then, want to suffer such disgrace? For what gain? 

59. The law and the facts themselves plainly prove that the defendant 
obtained his gains unlawfully. But even if he were irreproachable, Christ, 
St. Paul, and the Fathers prove that he is a transgressor, since he appears 
as a greedy and unlawful person in the eyes of all, and forsakes the salva- 
tion of the many for an insignificant advantage. The defendant should not 
delude himself —all his actions are worthy of Hell; should he have any 
illusions, let him remember that they are snares and whisperings of the 
Devil. These snares are difficult to avoid, and the whisperings may even 
seem reasonable, for their author is a cunning evildoer. The defendant 
should not listen to them, but rather follow the Divine Law in his actions. 

60. (The motif of §1 resumed): So much has Cabasilas to say. His words 
will be sweet to the good and unsavory to the evil. It was necessary to 
keep the treatise in a bitter vein, for there was no other way of refutation 
than by exposing the affair in all its ugliness. Cabasilas’ aim was to follow 
the Holy Writ and “rebuke the wise.” The treatise was not addressed to 
evil officials. While they will raise an outcry, the wise will not only respect 
Cabasilas’ words, but be grateful to him. 
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IV 


The preceding edition and summary were to provide a better insight 
into the nature of the Zealots’ policy and program. However, if the reader 
peruses Cabasilas’ Discourse with this aim in mind, he may be left with 
an uncomfortable impression, for by now the Zealots of Cabasilas’ text 
will have appeared to him a strangely elusive crowd. If next he considers 
Tafrali’s interpretation of the Discourse, his uneasiness must yield to won- 
derment. Some statistics will explain why this change of mood is postulated. 
In his work, Tafrali quoted or used fifty excerpts from Cabasilas’ Discourse. 
Of these, twenty-six passages were interpreted erroneously. In some cases, 
their grammar was misunderstood; in others, they were torn out of context, 
and endowed with a meaning they do not possess; in others still, they were 
not pertinent to Tafrali’s point.“ In twenty cases, where the passage was 


“ Thessalonique au quatorziéme siécle (1913), p. 21, n. 4: the passage does not refer 
to the rich in Thessalonica, but to a “metropolitan”; p. 62, n. 6: the passage says nothing on 
the manner by which an act of sale was executed in Thessalonica; it states: the documents 
prove that the accused official is not owner of ecclesiastical property; p. 68, n. 3: the 
cvv7j$ea mentioned in the passage has nothing to do with the customary privileges of Thessa- 
lonica; it refers to customary payments by newly ordained ecclesiastics; p. 69, n. 1: the “law” 
here is not a local law of Thessalonica, but stipulations made by the donors; p. 69, n. 2: 
this law of cities dependent upon Thessalonica is not a law at all, but a reference to churches 
dependent on a metropoly; p. 70, n. 2: the quotation has nothing to do with love of liberty 
— the text states that the attacked official is not the owner of the property he had confiscated; 
p. 70, n. 8: the quotation concerning the non-interference by a bishop in another’s diocese 
is used by Tafrali to illustrate Palamas’ repudiation by the Thessalonicans; p. 71, n. 4 and 
p. 78, n. 1: yepovota interpreted as the senate of Thessalonica; p. 77, n. 5: the reference is 
to the transgressing “metropolitan,” not to civil officials; p. 90, n. 1: the passage does not 
speak of Thessalonica’s giving money to its archbishop, but of the “metropolitan” appro- 
priating funds of vacant bishoprics. No wonder that E. Herman, “Die Kirchlichen Einkiinfte 
des byzantinischen Niederklerus,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, VIII (1942), p. 419, 
who accepted Tafrali’s information, found it otherwise unconfirmed; p. 98, n. 4: the passage 
cannot refer to the situation of 1322; it does not refer to historical reality at all, but is a 
speculation as to the state of affairs that would prevail if the confiscation policy were a rule; 
p. 108, n. 5: the passage does not speak of the administration exploiting the poor, but of 
ecclesiastics requiring fees for ordinations; p. 109, n. 2: the bishop is accused of exploiting 
monasteries, not peasants; p. 261, n. 2: xeipas 5¢ Syuiwy does not mean that the Zealots are 
likened to executioners, but that criminal punishment will be meted out to one class of 
Cabasilas’ adversaries; p. 261, n. 3: the quotations do not prove that Cabasilas’ speech was 
held before a tribunal — these are simple literary devices; p. 264, n. 2: helping poor priests 
is attributed to Zealots. In fact, it is the argument of Cabasilas’ ecclesiastic adversaries; p. 
964, n. 4: the text speaks of the defendant’s unwillingness to appoint bishops in vacant dio- 
ceses, not of his changing priests in order to get money; p. 266, n. 2: the quotation does not 
refer to the Zealot lay leaders, but is a part of a harangue against the simoniac ecclesiastical 
adversary; p. 267, n. 8: the quotation is interpreted as meaning that the Zealots repaired 
houses of peasants; the text hints that Cabasilas’ opponents see to it that the monks keep 
their own property in good repair; p. 268, n. 1: the quotation does not make a sentence. Tafrali 
understands it as a justification of Zealot confiscation policy; but it is a defense of the custom 
of selling public offices; p. 268, n. 2: the passage is a justification, put forward by Cabasilas’ 
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interpreted as referring to the Zealots or to Thessalonica, its words were 
understood more or less correctly.” But in no instance is this interpreta- 
tion furnished by the text itself. It is put into it as the result of Tafrali’s 
speculative reasoning. Finally, the remaining four excerpts, interpreted 
correctly by Tafrali, were not linked by him with the Zealots.* These latter 
two types of passages must be considered irrelevant for the present investi- 
gation. 

“Wrongly interpreted” or “irrelevant” is, then, the verdict which applies 
to all the quotations from the Discourse encountered in Tafrali’s work. 
Every other modern writer has depended on Tafrali for the evaluation of 
Cabasilas’ treatise.** It is therefore permissible to dispense with further 
discussion of the views presented in subsequent literature, and to turn for 
information about Cabasilas’ adversaries and their actions to the Discourse 
itself. 

This text is not very neatly articulated. Nevertheless, it is possible to 
discern in it an introduction (§$1-3), a preliminary outline of the plaintiffs’ 
case together with rejoinders by the defendants (§§4-9), a detailed refu- 
tation of the defense (§§10-59), and final remarks resuming a motif of the 
introduction (§60). The detailed refutation consists of two roughly equal 
parts, each dealing mainly with one type of adversary. The adversaries 
figuring in the first part (§§10-82) are laymen, those in the second (§§33- 
59), ecclesiastics.*” The plural, at least in the case of the prelates, may be 
a misnomer, for Cabasilas often slips into the singular form of address when 


ecclesiastical adversaries, for confiscating the funds of vacant bishoprics, not a description 
of the normal state of affairs, or of a “common chest”; p. 269, n. 2: Cabasilas reproaches his 
adversary with simoniac practices, not with forcing his bishop to pay taxes; p. 270, n. 1: 
the text applies to rights of any private individual, not to monks. Moreover, Sypaywyav is 
not “demagogues”; p. 271, n. 8: the quotation does not make sense, nor does it prove the 
author’s point. 

“ Ibidem, pp. 66, n. 1; 76, n. 5; 77, n. 4; 88, n. 8 (the same text used on p: 77, n. 5 as 
referring to lay officials) ; 261, n. 4; 263, n. 2; 264, n. 8; 265, n. 1; 265, n. 3; 266, n. 1; 267, n. 
1; 267, n. 2; 268, n. 3; 269, n. 4 (and the first quotation is taken from a hypothetical 
apology by burglars); 269, n. 5; 270, n. 2; 270, n. 3; 271, n. 1; 27], n. 2. 

” Ibidem, pp. 68, n. 6 (but the context refers to the ecclesiastical over and not to any 
custom); 265, n. 2; 267, n. 4; 271, n. 4; 272, n. 1. 

“ Access to these writers is provided in footnote 1. 

“In Discourse, 4-9, where the arguments are summarized, it is not always easy to dis- 
tinguish between the words of lay and ecclesiastical defendants. I base my belief in the exist- 
ence of lay defendants, first on the subject matter of Discourse, 10-82 and $3-59 respec- 
tively, second, on the opening sentence of Discourse, 33: “These are the arguments which 
persuade some of the priests . . . inconsiderately to commit lawless actions.” This indi- 
cates that those who provided these arguments or examples were not priests, Discourse, 41,1 
is different. Cf. furthermore, Discourse, 5,1-4, cf. n. 188 below; 16,16, referring to the de- 
fendants as ri xowd rodttevopévovs and 21,8, where they transgress not only civil 
(Saomsryox) but even ecclesiastical laws. 
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upbraiding someone who is a “bishop of a metropoly,” *° that is to say, at 
least a metropolitan. The use of the plural form when an individual is the 
target of an attack is an old standby of polemical technique. 

Cabasilas’ lay adversaries resorted to the sale of offices; they secularized 
monastic property, partly for their own use, partly for that of others. They 
justified this measure by defense needs, because with the proceeds from 
the secularized lands they recruited soldiers, built a navy and repaired walls. 
Following the bad example of the lay officials, the ecclesiastical foes of the 
Mystic committed similar irregularities within the Church. They practised 
simony; they appropriated the possessions of vacant bishoprics; they im- 
posed heavy contributions on the faithful and on the monasteries. 

Such is the bulk of positive information which can be used in attempt- 
ing to identify Cabasilas’ adversaries, and to interpret their measures. 
Nothing in his text permits us to conclude with any cogency that the wrong- 
doings he attacked occurred in Thessalonica. Nothing conclusive, at first 
sight at least, was said regarding the time during which these wrongdoings 
took place. It is also the present writer's contention that nothing in the 
text unambiguously points to the Thessalonican Zealots as Cabasilas’ ad- 
versaries. On the contrary, some passages seem to speak against such an 
identification. Thus when Cabasilas referred to the “cities” administered 
by his adversaries, or to the whole people, €@vos dav (as opposed to an 
individual, a family, or a city), whose material or spiritual life they were 
unable to see improved by evil actions, it appears that he had all Byzan- 
tine, and not merely local, conditions in mind.” 

What is more important for the present investigation, there was nothing 
in the adversaries’ course of action or “program,” as reflected in their argu- 
ments, which would be essentially distinct from the practices of other offi- 
cials, civil or ecclesiastical, either of the fourteenth century or of earlier 
times. 

There is little that is new or unusual in the arguments marshaled by 
either side to the controversy. It is Cabasilas, if anyone, who may be called 
an innovator. For the most part, the arguments are restricted to a familiar 
frame of reference: venality, simony, secularization of monastic property 
by the state, interference by metropolitans in the jurisdiction of bishoprics, 
or the tug-of-war between the Church hierarchy and the monasteries. All 
of the problems involved were almost as old as the Empire itself, and in 
the case of secularization, were especially hotly disputed from the thirteen 
thirties on. 


* Discourse, 39,7-8. 
Cf, Discourse, 23,1 and 28,18. 


NICOLAS CABASILAS’ “ANTI-ZEALOT’ DISCOURSE 145 


V 


A more detailed discussion of the two main parts of Casabilas’ Discourse 
should confirm the foregoing statements. It will be simpler to analyze first 
the litigation with ecclesiastical adversaries. This analysis may be short, 
for clues to the Zealotic political program are not likely to be found in a 
canonistic controversy.*° 

Cabasilas inveighed against his adversaries’ (or adversary’s) simoniac 
ordinations.” This in itself is of little interest. Simony was as grave a trans- 
gression as it was an old one. It is important, however, to observe that 
the accused justified their behavior in a way that could hardly have been 
more conventional. The fees received at ordinations were justified, so they 
maintained, both by ovv7Gea (meaning “custom” and “customary payments 
at ordination”) * and by imperial decrees, fixing the amount of such pay- 
ments.” This was a valid argument, as the existence of these “customary” 
fees is well attested. So is their legalization by imperial and patriarchal 
decisions, and the approval given to these decisions by canonists.” 

The adversaries’ line of defense was also identical with that adopted by 
many undoubtedly respectable bishops of Andronicus II’s time. By 1295 
this emperor was incensed at the Church for its unwillingness to endorse 
the project of a special loyalty oath to the newly crowned co-emperor. An- 
dronicus avenged himself by proposing legislation outlawing all and any 
payments at ordination, since in his opinion they amounted to simony. In the 
preliminary deliberations, most of the prelates put up a vigorous stand 
against this law. They alleged “old custom, laws referring to this (i.e. to fees 
at ordinations), and declared that the clerics would be deprived of necessary 


“It is nevertheless necessary. Tafrali assumed that the controversy was waged with a 
“Zealotic archbishop.” Moreover, the Zealots used the weapon of religion. Cf. Cantacuzenus, 
Hist., II, 234, 11 ff. Bonn, for the use of the cross as the emblem of their plundering parties, 
and 570, 23 ff. Bonn, for their re-baptizing Cantacuzenus’ supporters. 

” Discourse, 5,3-4; 7, and 34-37. 

” Discourse, 8,13-15 (referring to 7 as well); cf. 9,4-6 (one of the three chief points 
of the defense). 

* Discourse, 36,1—-2. 

“For sources, cf. the testimonia to Discourse, 36,1; V. Grumel, Les regestes des Actes 
du Patriarchat de Constantinople I, 2 (1936), nr. 851 (time of Alexius Studite); Balsamon, 
ed. Rhalles-Potles, Sivraypya trav Oeiwv Kat iepdv Kavovovy IV (1854), p. 472; for discussion, cf. 
E. Herman, “Die Kirchlichen Einkiinfte des Byzantinischen Niederklerus,” Orientalia Christi- 
ana Periodica, VIII (1942), pp. 378-442, esp. pp. 389, 482. 

* The following episode is narrated by Pachymeres, Hist., p. 197,12 — p. 200,16 Bonn. Cf. 
Liviu Stan, O Noveld necunoscuté a imparatului bizantin Andronic II Paleologul, cel Béatrdén 
(Sibiu, 1939). 
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that was valid at least in the latter part of the fourteenth century.” 

Thus Cabasilas’ strictures were not groundless, although he failed to 
allude to Andronicus II’s novella in his indictment. Nor were they unusual. 
In his rejection of “custom” and his insistence on the voluntary character 
of contributions, Cabasilas took a rigoristic position, adopted at one time 
or another by spokesmen of dxpiSea in Church matters. Cabasilas’ stand 
was shared by the late tenth-century Patriarch Sisinnius, the twelfth-cen- 
tury writer Nicetas of Thessalonica, and even such a broadminded canonist 
as Balsamon.** It was also expressed in a set of instructions of uncertain 
date, given to a newly ordained metropolitan.” 

The adversaries were upbraided for appropriating the private property 
of deceased bishops and the assets of orphaned dioceses.** Here, canoni- 
cally, Cabasilas stood on firm ground.” But the transgression which he 
combatted, and the correct procedure in administering the property of a 
vacant bishopric to which he pointed in his Discourse were outlined in ex- 
actly the same manner in a stereotyped set of instructions to a newly or- 
dained metropolitan.” This is sufficient indication that what was under 
discussion were the pitfalls threatening every prelate rather than Zealotic 
sins. 

To justify his depredations, the accused “metropolitan” invoked his 
poverty." This was an argument without legal value, and Cabasilas was 
quick to perceive it. But it rang true enough in the calamitous fourteenth 
century when simple priests were in danger of losing their faith in God 
because of indigence.” Even in more prosperous times metropolitans were 

* Pachym., Hist., 200,1-6: wadasav ovvybeav mpoBadropevot, Kat vopous mepl TovTwy A€yovTas 


.. GAL... Seyévwoxov . . . dre ropov Lwijs dvayxatas Tois KAyptkois daoKeKAciobat ovpBai- 
Vel. 

= Cf. F, Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana .. . 
II (1862), p. 114 (profession of faith by Patriarch Antonius IV, date: January 1389). Cf. 
also ibidem, p. 294 (date: 1397). 

For Sisinnius, cf. V. Grumel, Les regestes...I, 2 (1936), nr. 808. For Nicetas 
of Thessalonica, cf, Rhalles-Potles, Svvrayya . - . V (1855), p. 386; Balsamon, ibidem, IV 
(1854), p. 472. 

& Cf, Rhalles-Potles, Svvrayya . . . V (1855), p. 547. According to E. Herman, “Ap- 
punti sul diritto metropolitico nella Chiesa bizantina,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XIII 
(1947), p. 547, n. 1, the instructions seem to date from the post-Byzantine period. This is 
not a certainty. In any case, the text is earlier than Leunclavius’ edition (Iuris . . . tomi 
duo [1596]). 

8 Cf, Discourse, 5,5-6; 8,1-7; 38-41. 

® Cf, the testimonia to Discourse, 38,2. 

°° Cf, Rhalles-Potles, Svvraypa . - . V (1855), pp. 546 f. 

" Discourse, 38,15. 

Cf, Alexius Macrembolites’ consolation xpés twa fepéa, 81d THy adrod weviay cxavdadifopevov 
els TO TOD Geod dikatoy, Cod. Sabbaiticus Gr. 417, fol. 102” ff. 
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authorized to call upon their bishoprics when the metropoly itself was in 
material straits.” 

The “metropolitan” also maintained that his position gave him the right 
of unlimited jurisdiction over the bishoprics.®* Cabasilas had no difficulty 
in disposing of this line of reasoning,” since such an argument was hardly 
tenable “ in the East, where the general right of devolution was unknown. 
But he pulverized a canonical, not a “Zealotic’” proposition. 

The next attack of Cabasilas must be judged as less successful. The 
transgressing “metropolitan” had imposed fixed taxes upon the faithful 
and the monasteries. Instead, Cabasilas complained, he should have been 
satisfied with voluntary gifts. In the present writer's opinion, the practices 
which had annoyed the Mystic were none other than the collection of 
kavovixev.” This contribution, received by patriarchs, metropolitans, and 
bishops from laymen, priests, and monks had been legalized by numerous 
imperial and patriarchal decrees.” As Cabasilas himself had to admit this 
in passing,” he insisted on the spirit rather than on the letter of the law 
throughout his refutation. He was furthermore flying in the teeth of evi- 
dence when he denied his adversary’s contention that the custom (cvv7eu ) 
of xavorixéy was an ancient one, and had been continuously observed.” 
This tax, in existence from the tenth or eleventh century on, was charac- 
terized as ovvnbes not only by Patriarch George II Xiphilinus,” but also 


“ Cf. V. Grumel, Les regestes . . . I, 2 (1936), nr. 833 (date: 1027). 

* Discourse, 39,1-2. 

* Cf. Discourse, 40-41. For the canonical documentation on which Cabasilas based his 
rebuttal, cf. the testimonia to 40,21-24; cf. also the discussion in E. Herman, “Appunti sul 
diritto metropolitico . . . ,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XIII (1947), pp. 544 f£. 

* However, Cabasilas’ adversary was not merely inventing things. Cf. the glossator to 
the Answer nr. 7 of Demetrius Chomatianus (a text also going under the name of John of 
Kitros), ed. M. Gedeon in *ExxAnovaorixy ’AAjOea, XXXVI (1916): “The glossator declares 
that the metropolitan of a province does not need the permission of the bishop (e.g. to 
celebrate the mass in the bishop’s diocese), because the canons entrust the whole territory 
of the province to him.” As the edition of Gedeon is inaccessible to me, I am quoting E. 
Herman’s summary in Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XIII (1947), p. 544, n. 4. 

"Cf. Discourse, 42-47. 

® Discourse, 48-50. 

On xavovixev, cf. E. Herman, “Zum kirchlichen Benefizialwesen im byzantinischen 
Reich,” Studi bizantini e neoellenici, V (1939), pp. 657-671, esp. pp. 666-669; Idem, “Das 
bischéfliche Abgabenwesen im Patriarchat von Konstantinopel,” Orientalia Christiana Peri- 
odica, V (1939), pp. 434-513, esp. pp. 488-457; Idem, “Ricerche sulle istituzioni monastiche 
bizantine . . .” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, VI (1940), pp. 293-875, esp. p. 358. 

” Cf. the testimonia to Discourse, 46,2, and the sources listed in E. Herman’s articles 
quoted in the preceding note. 

™ Discourse, 46,2, cf. 42,1-2. 

? Discourse, 50,3—-4. 

 Rhalles-Potles, Yuvraypa . . . V (1855), p. 101; 76 curbs raor rois dpyiepetor wape- 
Xo pevov ef éGovs KQVOVLKOV. Cf, V. Grumel, Les regestes @ ene I, 3 (1947), nr. 1185. 
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by such respectable Hesychast patriarchs among Cabasilas’ contemporaries 
as Isidore and Callistus.* It was also mentioned with the adjective “cus- 
tomary’ in a fourteenth-century act issued for the purpose of protecting a 
monastery from the encroachments of a metropolitan.” In defending him- 
self, the adversary did not have to resort to any “Zealotic’ reasoning. He 
could safely quote from St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians: “even so 
hath the Lord ordained that they which preach the gospel should live of 
the gospel.” ** This was in the best tradition. The Apostolic Canons, a patri- 
arch and a canonist had made use of the adjacent passages from the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians in similar circumstances.” 

The defendants, pointing to the character of their office and to Christ's 
commandments, claimed that the collected monies were used to help poor 
laymen and priests.”* On earlier occasions they justified even alleged simony 
by the same reasoning.” Of course these arguments were founded in social 
doctrine. But they reflected the time-honored social ethics of the Church, 
not a revolutionary program. 

If professing the slogan of milking the rich for the benefit of the poor 
is considered a sufficient criterion for attributing revolutionary designs to 
a Byzantine, then Patriarch John the Almsgiver should be branded as a 
seventh-century Alexandrine precursor of the Zealots, since it was he who 
maintained that “if with the object of giving to the poor anybody were able 

. . to strip the rich down to their shirts, he would not go wrong. © He 
was wont to corroborate this view by quoting the ruse St. Epiphanius used 


“Both patriarchs use the same formula: édetdovor . . . of eAnpexot kal of apecBurepot, 
povaxol Kal Aaixol . . . dwodiSdvar . . . Kai TO dvAKov KavoviKOY Kal & TL GAO OIwyfes EoTL . « « 
F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata . . . I (1860), pp. 256, 335. 

® A chrysobull of Symeon Uro§ for the ical of the St. George monastery of Pablaitia 
(date: 1859), ed. e. g. A. neleuj Vs Modin, Gréke povelje one vladara . . - (Belgrade, 1986), 
nr. 31, lines 73 ff: fva pera 7d Siddvae 7d Kavovexov otvybes Kai povov SixaLov pos Tov TavEpwTaToV 
untpowodrny » . Cf. ibidem, lines 148 f. This chrysobull repeats the formula of an earlier 
chrysobull of Aacwonieas III for the same monastery (date: 1336) xai da08i8 7) povy pos Tov 
maTpiapxiKov éLapxov 70 otwvnfes KavoviKoV kal povov diKatov, ed. e. g. J. Zepos and P. Zepos, Tus 


Graecoromanum .. . I (19381), p. 686. 
"TI Cor. 9:14. 
™ Can. Ap. 41; Patriarch Nicolaus Grammaticus, Rhalles-Potles, Svvrayya . V (1855), 


p. 61 (I Cor. 9:7), cf. V. Grumel, Les regestes . . . I, 2 (1986), nr. 942; Beamon ibidem, 
IV (1854), nr. 472 (I Cor. 9:7). 

8 Discourse, 46,16-18; 6,15-17 (I consider this paragraph to contain answers of both lay 
and ecclesiastical defendants); cf. 58, 4-5 and 9. | 

Cf, Discourse, 33,11; 35,9-10; 7 (if this paragraph refers to simoniac ordinations rather 
than to sale of offices). 

Cf. the Life of John the Merciful by Leontius, translated in E, Dawes and N. H. Baynes, 
Three Byzantine Saints (1948), p. 231. 
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in dealing with John, the miserly Bishop of Jerusalem.” And this is the 
very stratagem which Cabasilas’ adversaries adduced on their own behalf 
(§32). The same type of religious social preaching also influenced Jus- 
tinian’s legislation. One of his novellae authorized the sale of some pious 
donations, that is to say, sacred property, to assure the “maintenance of 
the poor” and the “livelihood of the indigent,” an act which saved souls 
and was pleasing to God.” | 

About the time this controversy took place, the action of Cabasilas’ ad- 
versaries was paralleled on a smaller scale in irreproachable quarters. In 
this instance the friend of the poor was Patriarch Isidore, whom Cabasilas 
later commemorated in a metric epitaph. In his touching testament, the 
Patriarch invoked imperial assistance: It was needed, he wrote, because 
the revenues of the patriarchate, pitifully small, had been distributed 
among the poor, and consequently the monks and lay employees of the 
Great Church fared badly. In the same document, Isidore also ordered 
that the poor should receive some wine and grain from the resources of 
the patriarchate that were destined for monks and nuns.* With the Patri- 
arch, as with the defendants of the Discourse, the poor came before the 
monks. | 

Cabasilas did not question his adversaries’ intentions. Instead, he re- 
sorted to a somewhat involved refutation which drew some of its inspira- 
tion from patristic thought. He contended that it was a disastrous and 
sinful policy to help widows and the indigent with monies collected from 
unwilling contributors, since only the bodies of the poor would thus be 
saved, while a tax grudgingly paid would ruin the contributor’s soul, so 
much more important than the body.* This contention may appear as a 
twisted kind of charity. But the twist was brought about through arguments 
characteristic of the ethics of Byzantine law. Cabasilas’ insistence upon the 
primacy of intention (yveun),” will (édnous),°° and eagerness (mpo@upet- 
o6a.) “ on the part of the giver is paralleled by John Chrysostom’s use of 
these terms in his doctrine of the spirit befitting the true donor. Chrysos- 


" Cf. Gelzer, Leontios’ von Neapolis Leben des Heiligen Johannes des Barmherzigen . . . 
(1893), p. 40. 

™“Iust. Nov. 65. Of course, it applied only to property originally destined for the main- 
tenance of the poor but failing to bring profits. The text of this novella is preserved only in 
Latin, but the Byzantines knew that it contained dispositions authorizing sale of land and 
houses left either for redemption of captives, or cis drorpodyy rrwxav. Cf. Corpus Iuris Civilis, 
edd. Schoell-Kroll, III, p. 339. 

“ F, Miklosich-J. Miller, Acta et diplomata . . . 1 (1860), pp. 292 f. 

“ Cf. p. ex. Discourse, 58. 

* Discourse, 42,4; 44,6 and 10; 45,4; 47,13; 55,12; 16 and 19. 

* Discourse, 55,8; cf. 11. 

* Discourse, 46,23; 55,11. 
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tom’s views seem to have influenced Justinian’s laws, and to have found a 
reception among Byzantine jurists, who emphasized intention rather than 
the mere act of donation.** Cabasilas made use of this general emphasis 
for his own ends. 

In the more specific issue of contributions extracted by the accused 
prelates from the monks, the tradition which Cabasilas continued was that 
of Patriarch Sisinnius; who, toward the end of the tenth century, forbade 
bishops to collect the xavovixéy from clerics and monasteries.” However, 
it was not Sisinnius’ stern voice, but the ovv7Geu invoked by Cabasilas’ 
adversaries that determined the practices by which Byzantine prelates pro- 
vided for the maintenance of their dioceses. 

Cabasilas’ polemic against the tax collecting “metropolitan” was hardly 
conducted in a void. As may be learned from a fourteenth-century (?) 
marginal remark in the Nomocanon, laymen of Cabasilas’ time grumbled 
against the xavovixdy, and relied upon the evangelical saying “freely ye have 
received, freely give.” * And Cabasilas’ description of the monks’ hatred 
towards their bishop ™ is so vivid that it seems superfluous to recall the 
vicissitudes of jurisdictional tensions between monastery and diocese, to 
list the attempts made by bishops or metropolitans to exploit monasteries, 
or to quote the canonists’ opinions on this subject. One fourteenth-century 
example will suffice here. 

In 1368, Patriarch Philotheos reasserted the rights to which the bishop 
of Hierissus was entitled on the Holy Mountain, as Athos was a part of the 
metropolitan’s diocese. This was necessary, since the protos of Mount Athos 
had usurped some of the episcopal rights, forbidden the bishop to enter the 
Holy Mountain without his permission, and prevented him from celebrating 
there. It was not the first such occurrence. As Philotheos, himself a former 
Athonite, remarked, he knew well that in the time of his stay there (that 
is to say, before 1347) some powerful persons unsuccessfully attempted to 
dissolve episcopal rights in Athos.” Cabasilas was the spokesman for 
“powerful persons” of this kind. 

There is life behind the pages of the second part of Cabasilas’ Discourse. 
Only it is the life of the diocesan accounting office, the monastic chapter, 


® On this point, cf. two articles by E. F. Bruck: “Die Gesinnung des Schenkers bei 
Johannes Chrysostomus . . .” Mynydowa Harrotdia (Athens, 1934), pp. 65-83, and “Ethics 
vs. Law: St. Paul, the Fathers of the Church and the ‘Cheerful Giver’ in Roman Law,” Tra- 
ditio, Il (1944), pp. 97-121. 

"Cf, V. Grumel, Les regestes . . . I, 2 (1986), nr. 808. 

” Cf, Rhalles-Potles, Svvraypa . - - I (1852), p. 76. 

% Discourse, 48. 

" Text e.g. in F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata . . . I (1860), pp. 555-557. 
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and the lawyer's study, not that of the Zealot conciliabulum, blessed by a 
rebellious prelate. 


VI 


One consideration is essential for the proper conduct of the present 
inquiry. Even those who believe that the Zealotic program may be recon- 
structed from Cabasilas’ words agree that nothing is known about it out- 
side of what is contained in his Discourse. On the other hand, some of the 
Zealots’ actions are related fairly amply, if with some confusion, in contem- 
porary sources, and these can thus provide us with a standard of compari- 
son. Therefore, in the discussion of that part of Cabasilas’ treatise which is 
directed against lay officials, their measures should first be taken into con- 
sideration. Next, these measures will be confronted with what is known 
of similar enactments in Byzantine history. Set against such a background 
a discussion of the lay officials’ arguments should be more fruitful. For 
these arguments, too, parallels will first be sought where they are most 
likely to be found, namely, in circumstances similar to those described by 
Cabasilas. As for the Zealots’ actions, it is sufficient to state at the very out- 
set that the present writer did not succeed in finding any reference to their 
secularizing monastic property. 

What, then, are the wrongdoings of Cabasilas’ lay adversaries as listed 
in the first part of the Discourse? Let the attorney for the plaintiffs state 
them for himself: 


Monasteries possess certain cultivated fields, houses, villages,* lands, and similar 
sources of revenue. Monks, to whom they had been given by their previous owners, 
should have been permitted to enjoy these possessions. But (the adversaries) take this 
property away from the monks, either retaining it for their own use or letting others 
exploit it. This is particularly true with respect to money, wheat, barley, wine, and 
other produce of the estates, and sometimes even with respect to peasants, villages, 
and landed estates themselves. And yet, it was the donors of these possessions who 
were their owners, perfectly entitled to the act of donation. By devolution, those who 
received donations should be considered their present owners. 

Let us not seek to determine at this point whether the monks should be considered 
owners of the land, houses, and other property. It does not require lengthy proof to 
show that it is the intention contained in the disposition left by the original owners 
that (the monks) should be free to spend the produce and the revenue (of the estates), 
either for each monk’s personal use, or for that of the (monastic) community. For this 
reason, and out of reverence for laws and justice, (the defendants) should respect the 


“ Discourse, 4,1: cvvoixia. The meaning “village” is assured by a passage in Th. Me- 
tochites’ Miscellanea, ed. Miiller-Kiessling (1821), p- DAT: Kat ravTra pendev WT OV Tots. €V 


a ‘\ la , “a a a 
aypois Kal cvvoikiats Kata yenroviay Biotow, i) Trois év woAiopacw doriKols. 
* Discourse, 4,1-8. 
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monks’ authority over the estates and abstain from collecting money (there) or claim- 
ing the produce of the land.*® 


The defendants should be heard, too: 


And if with these (means, i.e. the proceeds from secularizing monastic property) 
we also should arm soldiers who would sacrifice their lives in defense of the churches, 
laws, and walls, would it not be more reasonable than if these resources were to be 
consumed for no purpose by priests and monks? Little is sufficient to provide for the 
needs of their table or other necessities of life, as they lead a sedentary and sheltered 
existence, and do not have to expose themselves to any dangers. Indeed, this kind 
of spending would be more timely for them than any other, since it is a foremost 
necessity for them that walls should be in good repair, and laws observed. And this, 
as should be plainly clear to any one, is the soldiers’ responsibility.°° 

Do you not think . . . that it is advantageous if one renders service to the state 
itself, for whose sake laws, judicial processes, courts, in short, all things are functioning? 
Come now, suppose no one takes home the money in question, be it that given to the 
churches or to the monasteries, or spends a single penny of it for his own use. Suppose 
you see a wall restored with the means provided by these funds, the enemy routed, 
a trophy set up, and the nation enjoying the many fruits of peace. Will you still find 
fault with this and repeat the same accusations? * 


There is an answer to this rhetorical question. In giving it, Cabasilas dwells 
on the adversaries actions once more: 


No one shall maintain that those loathsome people (i.e. enchanters, sorcerers, and 
informers mentioned earlier in the text) have furthered their own and their families’ 
interests, because they fare quite well materially at the price of their own (spiritual) 
ruin. In the same manner, we shall not judge by ships, sailors, and soldiers provided by 
the magistrate, that he is well and properly advised. It may be reasonably assumed 
that he is wise, well advised, and versed in the art of government, if he claims all these 
achievements while retaining the goodwill of his subjects, preserving the orderly 
government in his city, and showing reverence for things sacred. But if he acquires 
ships, arms, and soldiers by breaking the laws, upsetting the (established?) order, vio- 
lating the liberty of his subjects, appearing in a shameful light, and arousing hatred 
in those by whom he should be loved; if he clings to these achievements, but gives 
up and corrupts all those values in defense of which battles should be waged on land 
and at sea, and considers this transaction a profitable one, is he not out of his mind? 
Does he not show complete ignorance of himself and of the essence of his office, 
let alone of what is appropriate for the community? For acquisition of money, ships, 
and military camps should not be viewed as that endeavor of magistrates which over- 
shadows all other of their duties. In what, then, would they differ from the tyrants? 
Tyrants disregard laws, justice, things sacred, and everything else, so that they may 
acquire armed strength. Worthy magistrates, truly deserving of that name, act in 
quite the opposite way: they strive for military strength in order that they might de- 
fend the laws and preserve for their subjects liberty befitting a human being.** 


% Discourse, 12,3-9. 

*® Discourse, 6,20-28. 
” Discourse, 21,10-17. 
* Discourse, 24. 
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This is impassioned language. In tone, Cabasilas’ sallies against the 
tyrannical lawbreakers seem to agree with contemporary descriptions of 
Zealotic excesses. But it is advisable first to investigate whether there may 
not have been a group in fourteenth-century Byzantium to whose deeds 
Cabasilas’ accusations are even more applicable. 

Two possible conjectures have to be eliminated at the very outset. The 
actions which aroused Cabasilas’ indignation cannot be identical with the 
granting of monastic property to the xapuorixdpio, lay protectors of the 
monasteries. By the fourteenth century, the Byzantine yapiorixwov seems to 
have been in abeyance as an institution.” Moreover, this type of grant was 
never connected with military matters.*°° Nor can the selling of sacred 
property by metropolitans or bishops to laymen be meant here. This un- 
canonical procedure occurred in the fourteenth century. But Cabasilas’ 
scoldings were aimed mainly at lay magistrates.” 

What Cabasilas objected to was secularization by the civil government 
of monastic properties for defense needs. Described in this manner, the 
actions of Cabasilas’ opponents lose all uniqueness and can be ranged 
among uncanonical measures to which the Empire repeatedly resorted in 
times of stress. If secularizing monastic property for needs of defense marks 
the author of such an act as a revolutionary, then many a Byzantine em- 
peror or high official could likewise be considered a disrupter of civic order. 

The facts concerning imperial secularization measures have often been 
discussed."** It will be enough to recall the two most salient pre-fourteenth- 
century instances in which emperors justified by military necessity the 
seizure of monastic and ecclesiastic property. 

We hear from the historians Attaliates *° and Psellos 1 that Isaac Com- 


” Cf. E. Herman, “Charisticaires,” Dictionnaire de droit canonique, III (1939), pp. 611- 
617, esp. p. 617: no mention of the term after the twelfth century. S. Troicki, “Ktitorsko 
pravo u Vizantiji i u Njemanji¢koj Srbiji,” Glas Srpske Kralj. Akademije, CLXVIII (2nd 
series, 86) (1935), pp. 100-102, gives fourteenth-century examples of endowments made by 
Serbian rulers or Byzantine emperors, which he considers as yapiorixcoy grants. Still, in all 
these cases the endowed property remained ecclesiastical in character. 

™ On this point, cf. G. Ostrogorskij, Pour [histoire de la féodalité byzantine (1954), 
pp. 17-19. In subsequent notes this work will be referred to as Ostrogorskij, Féodalité. 

Cf. e.g. the synodal decree in F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata . . . I (1860), 
pp- 513 f. (bishops sell sacred property to “anyone”). Cabasilas’ text compares better with 
another synodal decree (date: 1865), ibidem, I (1860), pp. 457-461 (local governors ap- 
propriate the revenue accruing from sacred property). 

The most useful works in this context are P. Charanis, “The Monastic Properties and 
the State in the Byzantine Empire,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 4 (1948), pp. 58-118 (to be 
referred to in subsequent notes as Charanis, Properties), and the book by G. Ostrogorskij, 
quoted in n. 100 above. 

** 60, 18-62, 4 Bonn. The passage is partly translated in Charanis, Properties, p. 68. 

2% VII, §§56-60 = II, 119 f., ed. Renauld. 
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nenus (1057-1059) confiscated monastic lands and transferred them to the 
pool of government-held landed property. He left to the monasteries what 
he deemed necessary for their upkeep. Both authors observe that Isaac's 
measures were called forth mainly by the necessity of providing for the 
needs of the army. In all probability, even at that early date the military 
was recompensed in the form of pronoia grants. 

When in the 1080’s, Byzantium was collapsing under the simultaneous 
impact of Pecéeneg, Norman, and Turkish incursions, Alexius I Comnenus 
(1081-1118) confiscated monastic and ecclesiastical property in order to 
improve the Empire’s desperate military situation.” The texts speak prin- 
cipally of the sacred vessels and other movable goods taken from the sanc- 
tuaries, but documentary * and other literary sources *” permit the con- 
clusion that monastic lands as well were affected by the government's 
secularizing measures. 

It is noteworthy that in instances where the government stopped short 
of large scale secularization, and concentrated rather on curbing the growth 
of ecclesiastical property, chroniclers connected these steps with military 
matters. Commenting upon the famous law of 964 by which Nicephorus 
Phocas forbade the establishment of new pious foundations on cultivated 
lands, Cedrenus had the emperor declare in defense of his measure that “the 
soldiers were shortchanged” by the spread of church-owned estates.’ 

Imperial tampering with the inalienable sacred property met with de- 
termined and articulate ecclesiastical opposition. The government, too, had 


“5 For the events, cf. e.g. P. Stephanou, “Le procés de Léon de Chalcédon,” Orientalia 
Christiana Periodica, IX (1943), pp. 5-64; V. Grumel, “Les documents athonites concernant 
Yaffaire de Léon le Chalcédonien,” Miscellanea G. Mercati, III (= Studi e Testi, CXXIII 
[1946]), pp. 116-185; Charanis, Properties, pp. 69 ff. 

4 document of the Vatopedi monastery, ed. by M. Goudas “Bufavriaxd éyypada rijs 
iepas povas Barozediov, ‘Emer. ‘Er. Buf. Srovdav, III (1926), 128 (= nr. 4) (and dated by 
F. Délger, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXXIX [1989], 328, to 1110 or 1115) alludes to pre- 
vious secularization of certain possessions of the monastery (é@acay dmooracOijvat dd 
rOv Krnpatov .. . Kal TH pepe Tod Sypootov mpookypwhva.). The aim of the measure was to 
help the treasury to bear necessary military expenses (cis tas éxorparetas). 

17 In a letter to Alexius I Comnenus (date: 1082), Leon of Chalcedon deplored the 
despoliation of monasteries: V. Grumel, “Documents athonites . . . ,” Studi e Testi, CXXIII 
(1946), p. 125; in the Discourse addressed to the same emperor (date: 1091) Patriarch John 
V of Antioch referred to secularization and said that one could see “the consacred land 
pillaged,” V. Grumel, ibidem, p. 183. The letter of Theophylactus of Bulgaria to Sebasto- 
crator Isaac is most explicit, as it speaks of confiscation (dérocracfév) of a piece of land 
(ywpiov), Migne, PG, CXXVI, 533D; but the property in question seems to have been de- 
tained by the Church of Orchrida in a not quite regular manner, cf. the discussion of Theophy- 
lactus’ letter in G. Rouillard, La vie rurale dans [Empire byzantin (1953), pp.118 f. 

28 Hist., II, p. 868,17 Bonn. Of course, in 964 the “soldiers” were still peasant-soldiers, 
holders of otpatwrttxa KTypara.. 
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to muster arguments in defense of its actions. On both sides these argu- 
ments, even in some of their details and formulations, sound like variations 
on the issues debated in Cabasilas’ Discourse; as do Attaliates’ statement 
that monks should be satisfied with little, and his remark that the property 
which Isaac Comnenus had left to the monasteries, after making a careful 
estimate,” was enough to assure their subsistence.**° 

Cabasilas’ opponents made much of the “good use” to which they put 
the confiscated property. In his presentation, this claim of ypioOai rots 
addynpnwévors eis 7d S€0v™™ was the central one of the three principal 
points of their defense. The “bad management” (xaxds oikovopotcr) *” of 
pious donations by the monks was the converse of this argument. It was this 
type of reasoning, by which the State claimed the ultimate decision as to 
what was good for its subjects, while private property rights were disre- 
garded, that made Cabasilas’ foes appear in somber socialistic light to 
modern scholars. Some browsing through narrative sources might have dis- 
pelled the darkness. As reported by chroniclers, Nicephorus Phocas’ ex- 
planation of his novella of 964 was that the prelates were guilty of mis- 
managing the property which, by right, belonged to the poor. The Greek 
phrases run é7u . . . imd tév dpxeepéwv odk eis Séov Ta TOV éxkhynoLdr 
avahtoxovrar** and kakds ddoxwv td trav émokérov SaTtavaiacbar Ta 
TTOXLKA Xpypata.* When Alexius I Comnenus defended his secu- 
larization policy in a speech held before an assembly of “the senate, the 
clergy, and the army,” he declared that the confiscated property had been 
put to good use: ra ddarpedévra cis Sé0v dvhdroro. Its revenues had 
been spent for the glory and the welfare of the country.” In the same 
speech, Alexius referred to David, a famous royal predecessor of his, who, 
hard pressed by hunger, had transgressed Divine Law, partaken of the 
consecrated breads, and fed them to his soldiers.** Cabasilas’ adversaries 
adduced the same biblical precedent to justify their actions.™ 

Eleventh-century defenders of sacred property, especially the unsuc- 


 Hist., p. 61,12 Bonn: Si Aoyoroitas 15 dpxoby Kataduxdv. I think that Aoyorotias = ac- 
counting. I prefer this rendering to Charanis’ (Properties, p. 68) “justifying himself by 
saying that he left,” etc. 

™ Hist., 61,12 and 20 Bonn. Cf. Discourse, 6,23 and 18. 

™ Discourse, 9,3 and 17-28, refuted in 24-28; cf. Discourse, 35. 

™ Discourse, 13,1. | 

™ Zonaras, Hist., IV, p. 81,25-28, ed. Dindorf. 

™ Cedrenus, Hist., II, p. 368,14-17 Bonn. 

“™ Anna Comn., Alex., VI,3,3 = II, 47,16 f., ed. Leib. 

™ Anna Comn., Alex., VI, 3,4 = II, 47,20-28, ed. Leib. 

7 Discourse, $2. 
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cessful opponent of Alexius I, Leo, the Metropolitan of Chalcedon," and 
his contemporary John V Oxites, Patriarch of Antioch,” were not restrained 
by much reverence for the imperial and the patriarchal thrones. Alexius I 
was likened to an ugly tyrant,” to Judas, and to a second Pilate.’ The 
pliable Patriarch Eustratius, who had condoned Alexius’ action, was a God- 
less temple-robber.’” Since the monks had received their revenues from 
the founders, whose will was to be respected, the warning example of 
Ananias and Sapheira was set before those (whether emperors or patri- 
archs ) who allowed the monasteries to be exploited for profane purposes.’ 
All of these weapons were the same as those which later were to stand 
Cabasilas in good stead. 

Whether in the eleventh century or in the fourteenth, secularization 
measures provoked the same type of response from both the detractors and 
the champions of sacred property. In the eleventh century these measures 
had been initiated by the Emperors. To make it plausible that the imperial 
government was responsible for policies which so gravely perturbed Caba- 
silas, it is necessary to submit proof of the existence of governmental secu- 
larization measures in the fourteenth century, and to show that they were 
motivated by defense needs. This proof can easily be furnished, especially 
in the light of recent research in late Byzantine social history.™ 

In the late Byzantine period, the reign of Andronicus IT (1282-1328 ) 
was the golden age of the monasteries. The emperor lavished privileges and 
exemptions upon the monks. And yet this very emperor secularized some 
monastic and ecclesiastical lands in Asia Minor, in order to stave off the 
imminent collapse of what remained of Byzantine possessions across the 
straits. He proposed to give these lands to soldiers in the hope that they 


44 For him, cf. e.g. the articles quoted in n. 105 above. 

*°On John Oxites, cf. Chr. Papadopulos, “‘O warpidpyys *Avrioxeias “Iwdvyys KE’ *Oéeirns 
(1089-1110), *Ezer. ‘Er. Buf. Szovdév, XII (1936), pp. 361-388, with excerpts from, and 
summaries of, addresses to Alexius I Comnenus, published in "ExxAyo. *AAjOea, XX (1900). 

1%” Alexius’ anonymous adversaries called his measures rupavuixis xetpos émiBovdAqv: Anna 
Comn., Alex., VI1,3,1 = I1,46,6, ed. Leib. Cf. Discourse, 25. 

*t This by Leo of Chalcedon; translation and indication of sources in P. Stephanou, Ori- 
entalia Christiana Periodica, IX (1943), pp. 28 f. Cf. Discourse, 29,6-12. 

23T.e9 of Chalcedon in Sakkelion, “Décret d’Alexis Comnéne ... ,” Bulletin de corre- 
spondance hellénique, I (1878), pp. 120, 124. Cf. Discourse, 21,24 and 30; 27,5; 16 and 
18; 28,19; 31,22. 

“John of Antioch, De monasteriis laicis non tradendis, Migne, PG, CXXXII, 1129AB; 
1133BC; 1133D-1135A. This treatise is concerned with abuses of the kharistikarioi, but the 
type of argument is the same, whatever the purpose of secularization in question. For Ananias 
and Sapheira as deterring examples of fourteenth-century lay officials appropriating the 
revenues of the metropoly, or for monks selling a monastic garden, cf. F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, 
I (1860), p. 460 (date: 1865); IT (1862), p. 536 (date: 1401). 

4 Cf, Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, esp. chapter IX, pp. 155 #f. 
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would fight more tenaciously in defense of their newly acquired grants. 
The situation must have been ticklish, since the procedure envisaged by the 
emperor was uncanonical. The Patriarch Athanasius seems to have blessed 
the measure discreetly, for he could not have done it openly. Without 
uttering a word, he sent the emperor an olive branch. 

These events occurred about 1808, but before the imperial plans could 
be put into action, the Turks overran Byzantine Asia Minor.’ However, 
Turkish invasions made the solution of the Empire’s military problems only 
more pressing. The sad Catalan interlude had proved the impossibility of 
relying on mercenaries. Ever since the end of the eleventh century, the 
Empire had been relying increasingly on the system of pronoiai in organiz- 
ing its defense. The pronoiai were grants, mostly of land, awarded, theo- 
retically for life, to “soldiers,” that is to say, to military nobility (of any 
rank), and, in principle, in exchange for the obligation of military service. 
Such grants presupposed the existence of a pool of government-held lands. 
In the fourteenth century the territory of the Empire was rapidly shrinking, 
while its military organization remained unchanged. To the present writer, 
the ensuing land hunger among the pronoianoi was one of the motivating 
forces in the civil wars of the twenties between the Andronici, and in those 
of the forties between Cantacuzenus and the group gathered in Constanti- 
nople around John V. There are indications that in these wars the alloca- 
tion and redistribution of pronoia lands was at stake. 

The state, or the warring factions, had to provide for defense and to 
satisfy the needs and the expansionist tendencies of pronoia holders. In 


™ The preceding narrative is based on Pachymeres, Hist., II, p. 388,3-p. 390,17 Bonn. 
The crucial passage, p. 390,2~7 (free translation in Charanis, Properties, p. 111) is rather 
obscure. xa! 86 rabra ty rév dvayxaluv oe rh Katip@ Kal Tois épeordou mpdypace’ TO mepirecpOev 
Tews, Soov év mpovolais érdtteTo povais Te Kal éxxAnolats Kal Tois BacwAel mapacriCovat, adet- 
kotas tév Seowordy rdrrew cis otpatwwrtikdy — wAv Kal povoKeAdKov — ipmavras ds evredbey 
avrovs éxeivous imp rév iSiwy rpoopévovras pdyecOa. (punctuation mine). The passage écopr 

- €xkAnoiais seems to mean “what was allotted to monasteries and churches as pronoiai”; 
contemporary documents do speak of monastic pronoiai (cf. Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, p. 104, 
n. 1), but they (and Pachymeres) seem to be using the term loosely. By pronoiai here 
Pachymeres may simply mean lands granted to monasteries and churches. The rois Baorre 
mapaoni{ovow, denoting the other class of owners from whom land was to be taken away, 
are “magnates,” “people of the imperial entourage,” rather than “the imperial guard” (so 
Charanis), for zapacmifovor. seems to be a precious doublet for napiorapévots. But what 
about wAjy Kal povoxeAdxdv? The unique word leaves me as perplexed as it did the early 
commentator Possinus (cf. Pachymeres, II, p. 708 Bonn). “Except for monasteries of one 
cell” implied in Charanis’ translation, is an imaginative way out, for the word povoxédXov 
exists, but it does not work, since Ay xal in Pachymeres’ usage means “[but] also,” “fur- 
thermore” rather than “except for.” For a parallel passage, cf. Hist., I, 106,11 Bonn. Would 
then the property granted to soldiers include even the parcels of land belonging to isolated 
one-monk cells? 
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the reduced circumstances of the time, this feudal class could be satisfied 
only at the expense of the other group of great landowners, the monasteries 
and the Church. In the fourteenth century there clearly existed that “neces- 
sity motivated by the common good and the advantage of the State,” by 
which secularization of sacred property was sanctioned in Justinian’s time. 
But in the last two centuries of Byzantium, there were no means available 
to provide the Church with an “equivalent or better compensation” for 
what had been taken away from her.” | 

The first documentary mention of the pronoia, dating from the twelfth 
century, already shows the pronoiarioi in litigation with a monastery.” 
This struggle can be followed for several centuries. But if, before the late 
1320's the state had intervened in most cases as an umpire, by that time 
it sided with the pronoiarioi. The first documents of that time pointing to 
governmental attempts toward secularizing monastic property for the bene- 
fit of pronoia holders date from the thirties and forties."** Without exception 
they are acts of restitution. Thus secularization must have been initiated 
in the late twenties and continued into the forties. 

In the civil war of the forties many pronoiai changed hands: defectors 
had to be punished, followers wooed and recompensed.”” In some cases 
this reward for the pronoiarioi included transferring to them monastic 
lands ** or taxes previously paid by monasteries to the treasury. Often, these 
taxes were increased on the occasion of the transfer.*** It seems that in 
these turbulent years not only the impious clique of the capital, but also 
one of Cantacuzenus’ relatives (that friend of the Hesychastic monks ) con- 
fiscated a monastic village, and gave its peasants to “soldiers.” *”” 


“° The quotations are from lust. Nov. 7 c. 2. 

** Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 32 ff. 

#8 Discussion of documents in Ostrogorskij, ibid., pp. 155-158. 

As an example, cf. the Act of Philotheu (date: 1344), discussion in F. Délger, Aus 
den Schatzkammern . . . (1948), nr. 8. 

2 Cf an Act of Lavra (date: 1350 or 1865), mentioned in G. Rouillard, “Les actes de 
Lavra a lépoque des Paléologues,” Studi bizantini e neoellenici, V (1989), p. 802, and pub- 
lished by F. Dilger, Facsimiles byzantinischer Kaiserurkunden (1931), nr. 51. The grant 
to the oixeios of John V comes in part from the property of two monasteries and will increase 
his pronoia rent, line 8: eis 73 qroodv Tis oixovoptas airod. 

*! Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, p. 159, with details. 

*1Cf, A. Solovjev-V. Mo%in, Gréke povelje srpskih vladara (Belgrade, 1936), nr. 21 
(date: 1848). I hesitantly accept the identity of John Angelus (d. 1848), “nephew” of John 
Cantacuzenus and governor of Thessaly in 1842-1848, with the sebastokrator John Ducas 
of Solovjev-Mo8in’s Gréke povelje . . . nr. 21 and 20, line 25 (date of the latter document: 
1348. Is the “late Angelus” who erected a church “at the time of the raging pestilence 
[of 1847-48?], sent by God” [cf. line 77: ey +9 rot Oavarixod OenAarov épygl, not as the 
editors have it, “being afraid of the hour of death, appointed by God,” also identical with 
John Angelus ?). It is difficult to see what is meant in document nr. 21, line 20 by eis rdgw 
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The considerable number of imperial acts of restitution and a synodal 
decision of 1867 ** give the impression that these first attempts at seculariza- 
tion were opposed with vigor, and in many cases with success. But the 
Battle of Maritza (1871), where the Serbs suffered a decisive defeat at 
the hands of the Turks, was, for the Empire, a grave reminder that its turn 
might come next. The state had to act with determination. It alienated one 
half of monastic properties, and allotted their revenue to the pronoiarioi. 
The remaining half was burdened with increased taxes. In some cases, fur- 
ther slices were cut from the remaining half of monastic landed property. 
When ownership of the land was confirmed to a monastery, the confirma- 
tion was accompanied by a proviso that the basic taxes, that is, the seignorial 
rent incumbent upon peasants tilling this land, should be paid to the 
pronoiarioi, either directly or by way of the imperial treasury. The new 
legislation was valid as late as 1420.** From the period between 1371 and 
1420 no traces of determined opposition to secularization policies have 
been preserved. In 1401, a patriarch contented himself with a melancholy 
reference to a monastery confiscated by local magistrates.’ 

The pronoiarioi, called “soldiers” by the sources, were awarded land 
and the peasants who cultivated it; however, they derived their revenue 
not from direct exploitation, but from the seignorial rent paid by the peas- 
ants. They could, therefore, be satisfied either by taking over monastic vil- 
lages, or through an arrangement whereby inhabitants of a village owned 
by a monastery were bound to pay the seignorial rent to them. 

When we turn to Cabasilas’ Discourse, we find that both these methods 
of exploiting monastic property were practiced by his adversaries. They 
either appropriated monastic villages and peasants or revenues from monas- 
tic property themselves, or granted them to a third party.* Their action 
was motivated by military needs. One conclusion seems to follow from this 


oTpatwtav droxahorapévovs (line 6: cis rdégw orparwrav is a conjecture), Ostrogorskij, 
Féodalité, p. 158, takes it to mean that the peasants were “enrolled into the class of mili- 
tary people.” I wonder whether these peasants had not been allotted to the soldiers, i.e., 
pronoiarioi, rather than made into soldiers. 

™ This is the famous decision refusing to endorse the emperor’s request for settling 
“soldiers” on the property of the Great Church: F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata 
. + - I (1860), pp. 507 f. Translation in Charanis, Properties, p. 115. 

™ For discussion and documentation, cf. Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 161-173. In the 
context of post-1371 measures, mention may be made of the Act Esphigmenu, nr. 21 (date: 
1387), ed. L. Petit and V. Regel, Vizantijskij Vremennik, XII (1906), appendix, where 
(lines 13-16) a megas primmikerios is said to have taken away a dependence of the monas- 
tery and retained one half of its revenue. 

“Cf F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata . . . II (1862), Pp. 521: SynetOn 8 
Tapa ToY GpxovTwy Tod Toro TO fyfev Tod dylov "AOavaciov povddpiov. 

*® Discourse, 4. 


160 IHOR SEVCENKO 


juxtaposition. Cabasilas’ Discourse is not concerned with the Zealots. Its 
first part deals with the fourteenth-century struggle between the pronoiarioi 
and the monasteries, a struggle in which the state, forced by considerations 
of defense, sided actively with the military nobility.’ 

Compared to the principal sin of lay officials, their other transgression 
— venality — apparently seemed insignificant to Cabasilas. In the prelim- 
inary outline of the plaintiffs’ case he attacked lay magistrates for selling 
offices,* as he did the ecclesiastics for simony, but in his detailed refuta- 
tion he failed to discuss venality at all, while he devoted a great deal of 
space to exposing the simoniac practices of his ecclesiastical opponents. It 
almost seems as if the venality charge were introduced for the sake of 
symmetry, to provide a pendant to the accusation of simony, and was 
not, therefore, further developed. To say this is not to suggest that Caba- 
silas’ adversaries did not sell offices. But for the present, it is sufficient to 
observe that, in itself, the sale of offices furnishes no clue for the identi- 
fication of an anonymous adversary. The purchase of dignities was a well 
established form of capital investment in Byzantium through much of its 
history,’ and was not a misuse to be fastened upon the ephemeral Zealot 
regime. 

The remaining arguments which occur in the refutation of the lay 
officials may be dealt with summarily, inasmuch as they are a Byzantine 
lawyer's delight rather than revolutionary and counter-revolutionary claims. 
The assertion that civil magistrates exercised supervision over the disposal 


“ T note with pleasure that in his review of Tafrali, P. Jakovenko, Vizantijskij Vremennik, 
XXI, part 2 (1914), p. 184, was already on what I consider to be the right track. He thought 
that the Zealots needed monastic properties in order to give them as pronoiai to the soldiers. 
However, he added that the purpose of this measure was to strengthen the defense of 
Thessalonica. The translators of Ostrogorskij’s excellent book wondered at the reticence of 
narrative sources on the military aspects of the pronoia in late Byzantine social history: cf. 
H. Grégoire and P. Lemerle in Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, p. ix. This opinion is subject to 
qualification, even on the basis of evidence furnished by the chroniclers. In my appraisal of 
the Serbian edition of Ostrogorskij’s work, I tried to show that narrative and literary sources 
are far from mute on the military character of the pronoia: “An Important Contribution to 
the Social History of Late Byzantium,” Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences 
in the U.S., II (1952), pp. 448-459, esp. pp. 454-459; cf. also the assent by Ostrogorskij, 
ibid., p. 178, n. 2. If the present reinterpretation is accepted, Cabasilas’ Discourse is a 
further non-documentary illustration for the military aspects of the fourteenth-century struggle 
between the pronoiarioi and the monasteries. _ 

8 Discourse, 5,1-3. The passage immediately following (cf. xai rods iepobs ravra, ToLover ) 
indicates that Cabasilas has lay adversaries in mind. For the use of xetporovia in the lay sphere, 
cf. e.g. Cedrenus, Hist., I, p. 851 Bonn. 

Cf G. Kolias, Amter- und Wiirdenverkauf im friih- und mittelbyzantinischen Reich 
(= Texte und Forschungen zur byzantinisch-neugriechischen Philologie, nr. 35 [Athens, 
1939]) and R. Guilland, “Venalité et favoritisme 4 Byzance,” Revue des études byzantines, 
X (1952), pp. 35-46, cf. esp. p. 39. 
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of immovable sacred property, and that such a transaction was valid only 
if confirmed by them, is borne out by Justinian’s novellae and by fourteenth- 
century monastic documents.” That with the exercise of this function the 
magistrates became “owners” of sacred property was a non sequitur, ex- 
posed with great relish by Cabasilas. Still, when pressed on this point, he 
was unwilling to pursue the question as to whether the monks were owners 
(Seonérar) of their estates, while he emphatically defended their right of 
ownership (xupiovs) to the revenues (xapmav Kai mpooddwr ).** The present 
writer was at first puzzled by this.” Now he is satisfied that what Cabasilas 
had in mind was the same distinction that Patriarch Philotheus made in 
1367 when the emperor requested that certain church lands be secularized 
and given to “soldiers.” The Patriarch, in declining the request, maintained 
that he was only the guardian (dvda€) of church estates; that he was owner 
(xdptos) only of its revenue (mpoodSev ).* Here again, Cabasilas’ argument 
is explained when it is juxtaposed with a text discussing contemporary 
secularization policies of the imperial government. 


Vil 


The main point of the present inquiry seems to be sufficiently estab- 
lished. However, one more step remains to be undertaken. If the Zealots 
are not the target of Cabasilas’ strictures, exactly who is? The assumption 
behind the question is that Cabasilas’ accusations amount to more than a 
mystics unavoidable quarrel with a corrupt world forever tampering with 
the commandments of Divine Law. Therefore, the answer to this question 
should be precise. But, by the very nature of available evidence, the answer 
involves problems of identification and dating that cannot be divorced 
from speculation. The aim of the solutions proposed is to provoke discussion 
rather than to end it. 


As no specific reference to the Zealots could be detected in Cabasilas’ 
Discourse, nor mention of their secularizing monastic property be found in 
any other source, no grounds exist for identifying them with his opponents. 


“ Discourse, 14,4-6 and 16,1-2; cf. the testimonia to Discourse, 14,4, to which add the 
Act of Lavra (date: 1310), mentioned by G. Rouillard, “Les actes de Lavra A Yépoque des 
Paléologues,” Studi bizantini e neoellenici, V (1939), p. 301, where the agreement of state 
authorities is necessary for a monastery in Lemnos to be given to Lavra. Cf. J. v. Zhishman, 
Das Stifterrecht in der morgenlindischen Kirche (1888), p. 78 and n. 4; K. M. Rhalles, Mepi 
drradXoT piwcews uke S (Athens, 1898), PP: 33 fi 40. 

*” Discourse, 12,3-7. 

“Cf. The Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U. S., II (1952), 

. 458. 
Pe F. Miklosich-J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata . . . I (1860), p. 507. 
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It is more in line with Cabasilas’ information to look for his adversaries in 
more official, if contemporary, quarters. 

In speculating on the date of Cabasilas’ Discourse, on the circumstances 
to which it alludes, and on the identity of his adversaries, we shall derive 
substantial assistance from a text which, at first glance, seems no less obscure 
than his treatise. It is an opusculum by another Thessalonican, Cabasilas’ 
friend and contemporary, Demetrius Cydones. 

The Zealot upheaval profoundly affected Cydones’ life, and must have 
been the most disturbing experience of his youth. During the bloody days 
of the summer of 1345 his family barely escaped capture by the revolution- 
aries.'“* His mother had to go into hiding, his young brother's life was 
bought off only for a handsome sum. The family house was ransacked, some 
of the servants fled, others joined the plunderers, for, as Cydones remarked 
later, “most of the servants give the name of liberty to the misfortune of 
their lords.” **° 

Cydones himself was not present during the massacre of 13845. He was 
“forced” to leave the city with a message to his uncle, who, because he 
was threatened with death in Thessalonica, had previously escaped to a 
neighboring town. Cydones was told to bring the uncle back to the city, 
and was warned that if he failed to persuade his uncle to return, his own 
property would be confiscated. Of course the uncle refused to come back. 
The sack of Cydones’ house occurred while he was on this mission, one of 
the reasons for which was to secure the safety of his family possessions. 
Moreover, he learned that the Zealots were looking for him in Thessalonica. 
As often happens in times of turmoil, the events themselves decisively in- 
fluenced Cydones’ course of action. The young man chose the lot of an 
émigré. Cantacuzenus, an old family friend and supporter of well-to-do 
citizens, was the logical person to whom to turn for protection. 

In the ensuing two years, Cydones’ literary endeavors, consisting partly 
of letters to Cantacuzenus, were concerned with recounting Zealot atroci- 


“« The following narrative is based mainly on the First Speech addressed by Cydones to 
Cantacuzenus, ed. G. Cammelli, “Demetrii Cydonii orationes tres, adhuc ineditae,” Byzan- 
tinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher, III (1922), pp. 67-76. R. J. Loenertz, “Les recueils . . .” 
(Studi e Testi, CXXXI [1947]), p. 109, dates the First Speech in 1847, after February 38, 
Cantacuzenus’ entry into Constantinople. I believe it is anterior to that date. Cydones has 
still to fear his enemies (cf. pp. 73,35 ff., 76,34 f.); Cantacuzenus reconquered “cities” (cf. 
p. 68,10), but nothing is yet said about the conquest of the City (in his Second Speech 
Cydones makes a great case of this point); Cydones'’ mother still prays that Cantacuzenus 
“be and be called” ruler of all peoples (p. 75,31 ff.). The civil war is drawing to a close, but 
is not yet over. Suggestion for a future editor of Cydones'’ works: p. 75,83 ff. is a paraphrase 
of Aelius Aristides’ Panathenaicus, I, p. 310, ed. Dindorf. 

“8 First Speech, p. 72,26 f. | 
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ties, inveighing against Cantacuzenus’ enemies, rejoicing over the usurper's 
successes, asking him for support, and offering him his services. Finally, 
with Cantacuzenus’ victory in February 1847, circumstances became more 
propitious, and the opportunity came to review the calamities of the pre- 
vious few years, and to request indemnity for past damages and priva- 
tions suffered at the hands of the now vanquished side. In 1847 Cydones 
addressed a speech to Cantacuzenus in many passages of which he ex- 
pressed his indignant feelings toward the monstrous social upstarts.’** Still, 
the speech is not a rehash of Cydones’ Thessalonican misfortunes. This 
time the author’s horizon is broader. Although Cydones’ (and Cantacuze- 
nus ) adversaries and their allies are never mentioned by name, allusions 
to internal dissensions in the Palaeologan camp,’*” to Apocaucus’ violent 
death,** and to Constantinople’s alliance with the Bulgarian “barbarian” 
Dobrotica * clearly prove that what the author attempted was a retro- 
spective evaluation *° of the civil war of 1341-47. The bétes noires of 
Cydones are the leaders of the loyalist government, especially Apocaucus.!* 
It was necessary to establish this point for the proper understanding of 
the following passage in the Speech: *” 


“™ This is the Second Speech of Cydones, ed, G. Cammelli, “Demetrii Cydonii ad Ioan- 
nem Cantacuzenum oratio altera,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher, IV (1923), pp. 
77-83. 

“" Second Speech, p. 81,9 ff., cf. Cydones’ letter xai yéuos dmatret Beios (date: second 
half of 1345) » ©.2. Parisinus Graecus 1218, fol. 391v: dAAnAOts dé elomecovTes Umd aAAnAwY 
dvdAwvrat. The allusion is to Gal. 5:15. For the background, cf. e.g. Cantacuzenus, Hist., 
IT, p. 437,9 ff., 493-498 Bonn; Gregoras, Hist., p. 701,18 — p. 702,3; p. 710,16 ff. Bonn; V. 
Parisot, Cantacuzéne .. . (1845), pp. 196, 208. 

“S Second Speech, p. 81,14 ff.: orig [Cammelli: od ris] 88 SreA¢Aeuro. Wee Se apa Kal ToUToV 
mipatov droktofa [the allusion is to Odyssey, IX, 369, where the Cyclops says odrw eyo 
mipatov Sopa] kat Sédwxe Sixnv ris ev rovnpias éAdtTw, dv Say rs erinoe miKpoTepav. Timre 
yap Tév vexpdv éravacrdvrwv aitG. ots yap éAoyilero Karopvéat, oro. KaAdv wpugay éxeivy 10 
pvijua. The image must have been current, since Gregoras says that Apocaucus built a tower 
in the old Bucoleon palace, in order to keep his prisoners there as if in a tomb, womep ev 
tapw Cdvras xatéyy, Hist., p. 730,19 Bonn. The prisoners killed him while he was on an in- 
spection tour. | 

“° Second Speech, p. 81,18~27. The identification is sure, since it was Dobrotica (Topmpo- 
tirfas) who came to Constantinople after Empress Anne had sent an embassy to the 
Bulgarian chieftains, who married the daughter of Apocaucus, who was honored with an 
aulic title, who was beaten by an inferior Cantacuzenian force at Selymbria while Can- 
tacuzenus himself was absent (he remained at Didymoteichus), and who barely escaped 
captivity on that occasion. Cf. Cantacuzenus, Hist., II, p. 584,12 — p. 585,16 Bonn. On the 
man and his name, cf. e.g. P. Mutaftiev, “Dobrotit-Dobrotica et la Dobrudza,” Revue des 
études slaves, VII (1927), pp. 27-41, and the same author’s “Encore sur Dobrotica,” L’An- 
nuaire de Université de Sofia, fac. historico-philol., XXVII (1981), pp. 1-11 of the offprint. 

™ Second Speech, p. 78,19: viv S’avd-yxn kat rév mporépwv pepvno bar. 

* Second Speech, pp. 78,33-79,9. 

™ Second Speech, p. 80,5-18. 
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Looking for sources from which to nourish such evil (i.e., their actions), and seeing 
that everything was used up, they cast their glances towards the public treasury and 
the riches of the temples. The army must be provided for; for the enemy is strong. It 
was by such a name that they called the one (i.e. Cantacuzenus) who was better than 
any father to his subjects. One should not shrink from using anything that will help to 
ward off the enemy. Advocating such measures, and, so it seems, unwilling to direct 
their misdeeds against the people only, they robbed the temples and meddled with 
things spared by the hand of Barbarians. I would not say that daring action brought 
any advantage to those in whose interest it was perpetrated; unless one mentions those 
famous ships and their mercenary crews with which they waged war against those on 
the continent (i.e. the forces of Cantacuzenus) '** and those rotten and cowardly 
soldiers, by whom they fooled naive people. To these people they gave the impression 
of ruling safely, owing to the presence of the soldiers, while they kept the monies 
themselves. In such a manner, they put the cities in a worse plight than if they had 
razed their walls and submitted them to barbarians. 


Here, as in other passages of the Speech, Cydones attacked Apocaucus. 
By “those famous ships” waging war with “those on the continent” he meant 
the fleet which Apocaucus, the Grand Admiral of the Empire, repeatedly 
assembled in his struggle with Cantacuzenus. The Zealots could hardly 
have been alluded to in Cydones’ passage, for nothing is known of their 
building a fleet or recruiting crews. On the other hand, Apocaucus’ outfit- 
ting a “large” fleet and sailing with it to Thessalonica in spring and sum- 
mer 1342 and 1348 is well attested both in the Memoirs of Cantacuze- 
nus and in Nicephorus Gregoras’ History; *** Cantacuzenus’ description of 
the 1342 expedition is strikingly close, in its choice of words, to Cydones’ 
account. Even the Turks operating on Cantacuzenus’ side were impressed 
by Apocaucus’ naval activity. In connection with Umir Pasha’s Thessa- 
lonican campaign of 1843, Enveri refers in his Diisturnamé to Apocaucus’ 
“36 ships which he had readied for combat.” *° 

Cydones does more than corroborate our evidence on Apocaucus’ mari- 
time ventures. Relating the events of spring 1843, Gregoras had Cantacuze- 
nus upbraid Apocaucus for his reckless pursuit of hostilities against him, for 
“ruining temples,” “having defiled them,” and “abusing things Divine in 


8 Second Speech, p. 80,14 jreparais. Describing Apocaucus’ naval expedition of 1342, 
Cantacuzenus refers to himself as trod BactAéws && Hreipov otparevopeévov: Hist., II, p. 248,16 
Bonn. 

4 Cantacuzenus, Hist., Il, p. 243,12 ff. Bonn; Gregoras, Hist., p. 634, 12 ff. Bonn (expedi- 
tion of March, 1342); cf. the Short Chronicle, ed. B. T. Gorjanov, “Neizdannyj anonimnyj 
vizantijskij xronograf XIV veka,” Vizantijskij Vremennik, II (XXVIII) (1949), p. 289, lines 
148 ff. Cantacuzenus, Hist., II, p. 357,17 f. Bonn; Gregoras, Hist., p. 658,22 ff. Bonn (ex- 
pedition of May-June, 1343). On Apocaucus’ confiscation and taxation policy, aimed at pro- 
viding funds for the navy (and soldiers), cf. Cantacuzenus, Hist., II, p. 537,1-22 Bonn 
(date: 1844-45). 

%5 J Mélikoff-Sayar, ed. Le destén dUmir Pacha (1954), p. 96 = verse 1403 ff. 
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many ways.” ** The statement of Cydones is more explicit than the accu- 
sations put by Gregoras into the mouth of Cantacuzenus. According to Cy- 
dones’ passage, the government in Constantinople requisitioned sacred 
property, used it to equip and man ships, and to recruit and provide for 
soldiers, and justified this measure or, for that matter, any measure, as a 
defense need. In a nutshell, this is what Cabasilas’ lay adversaries did, and it 
is their precise justification.*” As will be recalled, in §6 of the Discourse they 
justified the confiscation of monastic property through the necessity of 
having to provide for soldiers who would fight for the monasteries’ free- 
dom; in §23 Cabasilas mentioned acquiring weapons and providing for 
soldiers among the short-term advantages of his foes’ evil actions; in §24 
he refused to judge the accused officials in terms of their acquisitions of 
ships, sailors, or soldiers, and he declared as insane and incapable of under- 
standing the essence of leadership any ruler who busied himself with ac- 
quiring ships, weapons, and soldiers unlawfully and at the risk of arousing 
hatred among those for whom sea and land battles should be waged. He 
added that to obtain ships and military camps was not a leader's most 
important business. §26 of the Discourse stated that it was unreasonable 
for people in public office to gain military strength by inflicting injustice 
and violence upon their subjects (i.e. confiscating sacred property). In 
conclusion (§28), Cabasilas found that neither ships, soldiers, nor weapons 
were, in themselves, useful to a city; that they would even bring harm if 
they were acquired at the price of innocent tears, the breaking of laws, and 
temple robbery. 

The parallels between Cydones’ Speech and Cabasilas’ Discourse seem 
close enough to justify the proposition that the Mystic’s lay adversaries 
were the loyalists in Constantinople, especially Apocaucus.’** This assump- 
tion can present one more argument in its behalf. 

Along with building ships, equipping them, and recruiting soldiers, 
Cabasilas’ adversaries mentioned the repair or erection of walls among the 
laudable purposes for which they had employed the disputed monastic and 
ecclesiastic funds. In his rebukes, Cabasilas himself repeatedly quoted this 
argument of his adversaries.” Scholars took these allusions to mean the 
walls of Thessalonica, supposedly restored by the patriotic Zealots. But no 


® Gregoras, Hist., p. 665,6-9 Bonn. 

*” Except that Cydones’ soldiers were mercenaries rather than pronoiarioi. 

“ Those who may doubt whether the loyalist government was able to proceed to a re- 
distribution of land in the turmoil of the civil war should bear in mind the passage of 
Gregoras’ Hist., p. 696,20 — p. 697,4: Apocaucus bribes Gabalas zpocd8wv mépos and the 
Patriarch’s relatives ywpiwy ém8édcecw. It happened in the relatively early stages of the war. 

*%° Discourse, 20,19; 21,15 and 19; 23,14. 
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source mentions any fortifications built by the Zealots; moreover, it will be 
remembered that the Discourse contains no indication that the city whose 
walls were restored or erected with monies acquired from confiscated sacred 
property was Thessalonica. The usual interpretation is based on nothing 
more than the assumption that the target of Cabasilas’ invective was the 
Zealots. If the reference to the walls is more than a stylistic embellishment, 
we should find it echoed in contemporary sources. Again, the only avail- 
able evidence points towards Constantinople and Apocaucus. It was he, 
who, for fear of Cantacuzenus, raised the parapet running over the ridge 
of the capital’s moat to a man’s height.*° The parapet was reinforced all 
along the moat, between the Gate of the Blachernae and the Golden Gate. 
This Apocaucus did before ** the violent earthquake of the early forties 
which seriously damaged the city walls. After the earthquake, Apocaucus 
went energetically to work. He had breaches in the inner and outer Theo- 
dosian walls repaired, as well as the damage to the parapet which he had 
recently erected. Gregoras’ information that “most of the city walls fell” 
under the impact of the earthquake is certainly exaggerated, and should be 
interpreted as meaning that the damage occurred all along the land walls; 
it is also for archaeologists to decide whether the restoration of Apocaucus 
was “the most extensive restoration of the Theodosian walls since 447.” ** 
Still, the facts of the damage and repair, as well as the building of the 
parapet, remain incontestable. In the straitened conditions of the Em- 
pire, Apocaucus’ efforts both before and after the earthquake were, at 
least financially, a major undertaking. It must have required extra funds 
and extraordinary methods for raising them. Apocaucus’ government may 
also have justified its secularization policy by this defense requirement. 
Cabasilas’ adversaries, who defended their use of the confiscated sacred 
property by pointing out that parts of it were employed for restoring walls, 
again seem to argue the loyalist government's case as it could have been 
presented in the early forties. 

If the building of walls mentioned in Cabasilas’ Discourse is identical 
with Apocaucus’ reinforcement and later repairs of the fortifications of 

1” What follows in the text is based on Gregoras, Hist., p. 711,12-21 Bonn. 

™ Gregoras includes the recently built (dpriws, 711,16) parapet among the fortifications 
damaged by the earthquake. This against A. M. Schneider, in B. Meyer Plath and A. M. 
Schneider, Die Landmauer von Konstantinopel Il (= Archaeologisches Institut des Deutschen 
Reiches, Denkmaler antiker Architektur, Bd. 8 [Berlin, 1948]), p. 6, who assumes that the 
parapet was raised after the earthquake. 

1 Hist., p. 695,1 Bonn. Cf. the Short Chronicle, ed. Gorjanov, Vizantijskij Vremennik, 
II (XXVII) (1949), p. 285, line 164: kai émecov nal reixy THs TOAEWs. 


8 This is the opinion of A. van Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople . . . (London, 
1899), p. 104. 
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Constantinople, it becomes important to date these undertakings with the 
greatest possible exactitude. This, in turn, brings up the somewhat in- 
volved question concerning the exact date of the earthquake of the early 
forties. This earthquake, which destroyed the walls of the great city, oc- 
curred either on October 18, 1342, or on October 18, 1843 — the second 
date being the more probable.** The original reinforcement by Apocaucus 


™ The violent earthquake is easily identified in various sources. It happened late in Oc- 
tober (Gregoras, Hist., p. 694,20-22 Bonn; Short Chronicle, ed. Gorjanov, Viz. Vremennik, 
Il [XXVIII] [1949], p. 285, line 160: dxrwBpio in; Short Chronicle, nr. 47, ed. Sp. Lampros, 
Mvypeia €hAnuixgs toroptas I [1932-33], line 18; Cod. Baroccianus 197, fol. 380%, ed. Lampros, 
Néos ‘EAAnvoprjpov, VII [1910], p. 141: éxrwBpiw uy’, the quakes lasting twelve days [the 
notes of the Baroccianus were written at the time of the earthquake]; Cod. Chalcensis Cama- 
riotissae 78, fol. 37’, latest ed. in Aim. Tsakopoulos, Ieptypadixos karddoyos . . . THs BuBdAto- 
Onxyns Tob Oixouperixod Uarpiapyxetov, I [1958], p. 126: éxrwBpiw juépa oa8Barw, and another 
quake on October 20). There occurred two tremors within the same day (Gregoras, Hist., 
p. 694,23 Bonn; Short Chronicle, ed. Gorjanov, p. 285, line 162; Cod. Chale. Camariot. 78, 
fol. 37%, ed. Tsakopoulos, p. 126). They were accompanied by tidal waves (Gregoras, Hist., 
p. 694,14 Bonn [Bpacpot Gadrdrriot]; Short Chronicle, nr. 47, ed. Lampros, line 13 [twWa6y 
. + » 4 O0ddacca]; Alexius Macrembolites, Cod. Sabb. Gr. 417, fols. 81'-94', passim [fol. 81" 
Oaracons - - - exBpacpoi]; Short Chronicle, ed. Gorjanov, p. 285, line 160 [féAys ovons 
mods]; Cod. Chalc. Camariot. 78, fol. 37%, ed. Tsakopoulos, p. 126 [iyo6n 4 Oédacca] ). 
As, however, in the early forties there was a series of earthquakes (Gregoras, Hist., p. 695,19 f. 
Bonn; Macrembolites, Cod. Sabb. Gr. 417, ibidem; cf. fols. 110", 111"), the second “instal- 
ment” of which started, according to Gregoras, exactly a year after the first violent earthquake 
(Hist., p. 695,21 ff.), some confusion arose, and consequently the beginning of the series is 
dated differently in the sources. Gregoras, who is vague (Hist., p. 694,18 Bonn: xara d€ 
rodrov Tov xpovov), inserts the story of both October quakes between events which occurred 
early in 13844. The passage immediately preceding the earthquake story refers to May, 1344 
(Umiur’s departure for Asia on ships provided by the government of Constantinople). The 
next datable event following the earthquake story (Gregoras, Hist., p. 702,4-6 Bonn: Apo- 
caucus’ departure for Heracleia) is again that of May, 1344; cf. the Short Chronicle, ed. 
Gorjanov, p. 385, line 169. From this some scholars (P. Charanis, Byzantion, XIII [1938], 
p. 346, n. 8; A. M. Schneider, Die Landmauern von Konstantinopel, II [1943], p. 6) have 
deduced that Gregoras dated the violent earthquake Autumn, 1344. It is very difficult to 
adopt this interpretation, for Gregoras implies an earlier date for the first violent earthquake 
later in the text of his History. Apocaucus, he says, returned from the region of Didymo- 
teichus, and quickly (711,12: owevcas) proceeded to repair the walls of Constantinople which 
had been destroyed by the earthquake (Hist., p. 711,12-14 Bonn). This return of Apocaucus 
from Didymoteichus is dated with precision in August, 1344 (so the Short Chronicle, ed. 
Gorjanov, p. 286, lines 177 ff.; Cantacuzenus, Hist., II, p. 438,2 Bonn, implies summer of 
1344, cf. V. Parisot, Cantacuzéne ... [1845], p. 196). Had the walls fallen as late as 
October, 1344, Apocaucus would have had nothing to repair in August of that year. There is 
positive evidence in favor of an earlier date for the first disastrous earthquake. The Short 
Chronicle, nr. 47, ed. Lampros, gives October, 1343 (line 18: érous, ,crwvP’ oxrwBpiw); the 
same, if more precise dating, in Cod. Baroccianus 197, fol. 380v (cf. fols. 378' and 426v), ed. 
Lampros, p. 141 (xard 70 ,crwvB! ere, ivd. 1B’, pyvi éxrwBpiw mm’; also October 14 and Novem- 
ber 30/21). Cod. Chale. Camariot. 78, fol. 37%, ed. Tsakopoulos, has ,crwvB’ pyvi éxrwBpio 
hepa. oaBBarw (October 18, 1343 did fall on a Saturday). The usually very reliable Short 
Chronicle, ed. Gorjanov, speaks, on the other hand, of October 18, 1342 (p. 285, line 160: 
6xtwBpiw in ivSucriavos ia Tod cro} wot yaot érovs) and gives the same details (cf. this note, 
above, and n. 162), which seems suspect. I consider the date of October 18, 1343 as being 
that of the earthquake which shattered the walls, and am inclined to date the other series 


168 IHOR SEVCENKO 


of the breastwork along the moat must have been earlier than October 
1343, and possibly even October 1842. The repairs to damaged parts of the 
fortifications were begun soon after August 1844, the date of Apocaucus’ 
return from Didymoteichus to Constantinople. | 

We were looking for a contemporary parallel to one of the undertakings 
of Cabasilas’ adversaries, the outfitting of a fleet with the means obtained 
from the confiscation of sacred property; we found such a parallel in 
Apocaucus actions in the years 1342-48. Cabasilas’ adversaries used secu- 
larized property to cover the cost of erecting and repairing fortifications. 
Apocaucus’ activity in the years 1842-44 provides a convincing parallel. 
This convergence of dates should be noted. It adds plausibility to the as- 
sumption that Cabasilas’ lay adversaries (or adversary) were the expo- 
nents of the loyalist government’s policies in the forties, perhaps even 
Apocaucus himself. 

It is more difficult to identify the ecclesiastic with whom Cabasilas 
found so much fault. Nor is it necessary for the purposes of the present 
argument, since the prelate’s transgressions, restricted to the churchly 
domain, lay outside the scope of “Zealotic” problems. He was called bishop 
of a metropolis (§§39,7-8 and 15). This in itself does not help us very much. 
If Cabasilas wrote in Thessalonica, he may have meant the anti-Pala- 
mite metropolitan of Thessalonica, Hyacinthus, harassed by the Palamitic 
party.’ But another surmise is also plausible. The accused bishop of a 
metropolis took an oath in the presence of the “whole senate” (yepovaiav 
émacav).'*° He was styled the “common shepherd,” “shepherd of all 


of earthquakes in 1344 rather than 1342. This last date, however, is not impossible. In the 
Gorjanov Chronicle the calamity, consistently placed before the Turkish chieftain Umir's 
arrival in Europe (ibidem, p. 285, line 166: summer, 1343), is brought into connection with 
excommunications liberally administered by the Patriarch John Calecas. This points to the 
years 1341-42, toward the beginning of the civil war, when Cantacuzenus and his followers 
were excommunicated. In conclusion, a word of caution: one should not use the collapse of 
Saint Sophia (May, 1346) for the dating of the earthquakes under discussion. They shook 
the church, but the collapse occurred considerably later. Cf. the references I adduced in 
Siidostforschungen, XII (1953), p. 169, end of n. 21. 

*5 Tn a writing dating from 1346-47, Acindynus reminds the famous lawyer Harmenopulus 
(who had begun to veer toward the Palamites) that he formerly belonged to the anti-Palamite 
camp, and helped the harassed Metropolitan of Thessalonica Hyacinthus: od ratra (sc. a 
writing by Acindynus) xai AaBeiv rap’ jpav jiwoas répvot, kal AaBwv ampjes ex’ “Adw, kaxeidev 
ém! Ocooadovixys Aaprpdv te mvéov Kata Tov Tladapvaiov; pePdv Kat TH Oeaoadrovixns adnOw@ 
rouevt Tods Adyous TovTous [Sc. Palamite writings] duuvopevy rHv exxAnotay THv advtod SiacTev- 
ras ‘YaxivOw ro iepd ovvyyévicm; cf. e.g. Marcianus Graecus 155, fol. 82"; cf. fols. 83°, 83¥5 
fol. 88" we read: ov S& apds Tovros A€ye Ta wept TOV Ocooadovixys Tapa TOUTwY [sc. the P alamites | 
yevdueva. Acindynus refers, in a letter to Georgius Lapithes (ed. F. Uspenskij, Sinodik v 
nedelju pravoslavija [Odessa, 1898], p. 75 £.), to Hyacinthus’ short exercise of his pastoral 
office, to his death (before May, 1846), and to his struggle with the Palamites in Thessalonica. 

6 Discourse, 38,8. 
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cities.” **’ As such, he claimed unlimited jurisdiction over “all the cities,” 
and insisted upon the right to their property.’ In Cabasilas’ eyes, it was 
his duty to be an imitator of Christ and to follow in the path of the 
apostles." The “metropolitan” who answers such a description may be the 
Patriarch of Constantinople. In his polemical work, Cabasilas may have 
pilloried, along with Apocaucus or “his” officials, the other mainstay of the 
Constantinopolitan clique, the anti-Palamite Patriarch John Calecas, whom 
he disparaged also elsewhere. Calecas must have condoned the loyalist 
government's secularization measures, and thus may have appeared a party 
to the crimes against which Cabasilas inveighed. 

There is no doubt as to Cabasilas’ sympathies and activities, political 
and religious, during the civil war of the forties. Still, even at its beginning 
he could hardly have been a vociferous supporter of Cantacuzenus and the 
Palamites, or he would not have been approached by the leader of the 
anti-Palamite party, Acindynus.’” The very obscurities of Cabasilas’ text 
seem to indicate that while writing it, he lacked the opportunities for an 
outspoken attack, which an émigré like Cydones enjoyed. The Discourse 
was composed within the territory controlled by the loyalist government. 

In his Discourse, Cabasilas appears as the mouthpiece of the monastic 
communities. Both religious convictions and political considerations may 
have been behind his assumption of this role. It should be remembered, 
however, that Cabasilas came from a family of landed proprietors.’ A 
member of his family had donated a piece of land in the village of Sidero- 
causia, along with paroeci tilling it, to the Athonite monastery of Vatopedi. 
This donation was confirmed twice, first by the Serbian conqueror Stephan 
DuSan (1848),’” then by the Emperor John V Palaeologus (1356).!” Also, 
pronoia lands existed in Siderocausia."* It is possible to speculate that either 


*” Discourse, 8,3; 39,1-2. 

*® Discourse, 89,1-3. 

*° Discourse, 55,7-8; 57,4-6. 

” For this point and the text of Acindynus’ letter, cf. Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVU 
(1953), p. 538. | | 

™ Cf. letter nr, 14, lines 11 f., ed. P. Enepekides, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLVI (1958), 
p. 41, where Cabasilas complains about his relatives who tried to seize the family landed 
property that had escaped the hands of the Serbs. 


™ CE. e.g. A. Solovjev-V. Modin, Gréke povelje ... (1936), p. 142 (= nr. 18, lines 
47-50). | | | | | 
™ CE. M. Goudas, “Bufavriaxa éyypada . . . Barorediov,” "Exernpis ‘Er. Buf. Srovddr, 


IV (1927), p. 240 (= nr. 15, lines 42-44). as 

™ By a chrysobull of December, 1847, Stephan DuSan gave to the monastery of Lavra 
the “remaining part” of the village (? xaradvyiov) of Siderocausia, specifically the pronoia 
and state lands there, Cf. A. Solovjev-V. Moin, Grtke povelje . . . (1936), p. 120 (= nr. 
16, lines 44-48), and F. Délger, Aus den Schatzkammern .. . (1948), nr. 124. 
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the grant to Vatopedi or some other donation by the Cabasilas family, in 
Siderocausia or elsewhere, was endangered by the governmental measures. 
In this case, personal motives might be postulated for Cabasilas’ defense 
of monastic rights against governmental encroachments. 


Vill 


It may be safely stated that whoever Cabasilas’ adversaries were, nothing 
he said about them revealed them as Zealots, at least in the sense in which 
contemporary historians use the term. On the contrary, it appears quite 
probable that they should be sought among the leading representatives of 
the loyalist government in Constantinople. Even if Cabasilas’ strictures were 
directed against the Thessalonican officials of the early forties, there is 
nothing in the words or deeds he attributed to them which deserves the 
name of an articulate revolutionary program distinct from the known prac- 
tices of late Byzantine lay and ecclesiastical authorities. To postulate such 
a program, unique in the history of Byzantium, is to indulge in anachro- 
nisms. Cabasilas’ Discourse is not a source for Zealot political and social 
slogans. 

Viewed against the perspective of the struggle between the Byzantine 
state and the monastic property, young Cabasilas’ plea belongs to the class 
of treatises of which John of Antioch’s writings and Leo of Chalcedon’s letters 
are earlier representatives. Viewed against the perspective of the four- 
teenth-century tensions, the Discourse, which in my opinion was written 
about 1344, may be considered an anti-Apocaucite tract directed against 
the policies of the loyalist government and the leaders of the official 
Church.*” 

When all the work of providing parallel passages and texts 178 for Caba- 
silas’ Discourse is done, there still remain parts of it which can claim merit 
in their own right. The description of the monks’ grudging reverence to- 
wards their bishop will attract the attention of social and ecclesiastical 
historians. Future research may mention Cabasilas’ “modern” views on the 
stifling effects that the state's interference would have upon private initia- 

“8 Within the perspective of Cabasilas’ own literary activity, the Discourse should be 
considered side by side with his other two early writings (dating from the late forties or 
early fifties), in which the youthful author exposed or tried to remedy what he felt were the 
evils of his time. Cf. the Address to Anne of Savoy on Usury, ed. R. Guilland, Eis prjynv 
Sx. Adpmpov (1985), pp. 269-277 (for the date, cf. the remarks by R. J. Loenertz, Orientalia 
Christiana Periodica, XX1 [1955], p. 223 f.), and Against Usurers, Migne, PG, CL, 727-750. 

“6Tn this connection, John Chrysostom’s treatise Contra eos qui subintroductas habent 


(latest edition by J. Dumortier, Saint Jean Chrysostome, Les Cohabitations suspectes . . . 
[Paris, Belles Lettres, 1955]) is of great interest. It inspired the form of the Discourse (ct. 
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tive and the economic activity of its citizens.’ It may also quote his op- 
ponents’ “modern” contention that the rulers should have the last say in 
deciding what is advantageous for their “immature” subjects." But it is 
hoped that the sources for the Zealotic program will be sought elsewhere. 

To the present writer the Zealots’ “admirable principles,” their “patri- 
otic” and “laudable intentions,” as outlined and understood up to now, are 
not a chapter in the history of Byzantine political thought, but rather a crea- 
tion of twentieth-century Byzantine scholarship. For all that, it would be 
wrong to imply that the Zealot movement is not a phenomenon of great 
importance, or that Cabasilas’ Discourse is not a highly relevant document 
on the social history of the late Empire. It may even be possible to piece 
together the Zealots’ program of action from what we know of the history 
of their movement. But to appraise the Zealot movement correctly, it is 
first essential to gain clarity as to the sources upon which the appraisal 
should be based. The purpose of the present paper was to further such a 
clarification by eliminating one of the sources from the Zealot dossier and 
replacing it in its proper framework. 


the technique of adducing the adversaries’ objections and refuting them). It provided Cabasi- 
las with an important line of argument (it is wrong to tend to your neighbor’s welfare, while 
destroying his soul, and that of others, by causing scandal). In addition to a long quotation 
(cf. Discourse, 56,20-33), Cabasilas borrowed and adapted a number of phrases from this 
treatise (cf. 2,1 with p. 46,35; 21,18 with p. 71,12; 30,7-8 with p. 72,39; 40,12 with p. 70,92; 
41,27 with p. 83,14-15; 52,17 with p. 54,46-47; 53,10-12 with p. 68,37; 54,3 with p- 65,42, 
ed. Dumortier). 

" Discourse, 26,1-14. 

“® Discourse, 6,2-14. 


